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Q: Today is the 10th of August, 2004. This is an interview with Robert Hunter, middle
initial?

HUNTER: E.
Q: What does that stand for?
HUNTER: Edwards

Q: And I'm Charles Stuart Kennedy and this is being done on behalf of the Association for
Diplomatic Studies and Training. To begin, when and where were you born?

HUNTER: The first of May, 1940 in Cambridge, Massachusetts.
Q: Can you tell me something about the Hunter family; let's start with the father's side.

HUNTER: My father was in business, the family was from Quincy, Massachusetts. He was
the first person in the family on that side to go to college, he went to Boston University.
Graduated the year the Great Depression began. Of course, that was a generation that
was very much affected by the Depression and what happened afterwards.
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Q: Where did the Hunters come from?

HUNTER: Mostly Scotland, through Nova Scotia. Some Irish, some English, some French,
way back. The first ones that show up, on Ancestry.com, | learned only recently, were

in Charleston, Mass. in 1636, but we have no family lore on them - as Horatio said, |

“do in part believe it!"” | know we had some come from Ireland to Massachusetts in the
1740s, and then the next generation left between 1774 and '81 to go to Nova Scotia, which
indicates to me they were probably on the wrong side of the Revolution! About the middle
of the nineteenth century, they came back to the Quincy area. Some came directly from
Scotland, quarrymen. My grandmother's father was a barber. In fact, in the records it says
he was a barber, a union organizer, organized the barbers for Samuel Gompers, and a
bookmaker - I'm kind of proud of that! My grandfather, the first Robert Hunter, had a house
painting business in Quincy, next door to a guy who was trying to make a better ice cream,
Howard Johnson.

Q: How about on your mother's side?

HUNTER: My mother's mother was from lllinois; her people were in the US at least from
the early 18th century, Tennessee, Virginia. Some came from Ireland, others most likely
England. My mother's father was born in Wales, Aberystwyth, on the 16th of March, 1863.
The British records were kept in a building next door to the London School of Economics,
so | got a copy of his birth certificate. He came to Dakota Territory with his brother in the
late 1880s and was a cowboy, later a rancher. He was a banker, founder of the Black Hills
Roundup, which is still in existence, in Belle Fourche, South Dakota, on the Fourth of July
every year, and he helped organize the Rodeo Association of America. He was mayor

of Belle Fourche and a South Dakota state Senator, as a Republican, from 1912-1914.
So my mother's parents were genuine pioneers. Ironically, both my grandfathers went
bankrupt in the Great Depression, in both cases in part because they refused to collect
debts owed to them by people who had run out of money.
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Q: Your South Dakota grandparents were sort of the sod hut and all that?

HUNTER: | don't think at that point because they had gone beyond sod huts! But Grandpa
Evans did start out as a cowpuncher after he emigrated from Wales. My mother, after
university at University of Nebraska, came East and did her Master's at Simmons College
in Boston. That's where she met my father and they were married in 1933, Patriots' Day, in
the chapel at Boston University.

Q: What was her field?
HUNTER: General liberal arts, also business. My father was an English major.
Q: Did you grow up in the Boston area?

HUNTER: No, because of the war, my father took a job in the government and that was
at a munitions plant in southwestern Virginia, in Radford, Virginia, which was built out of
whole cloth in 1941, and we lived there for 10 years.

Q: What was Radford like?

HUNTER: It was your usual rural kind of town. It was essentially farming communities
around there. I've had different experiences. My first 10 years were in a rural environment
and then a suburban environment, northern New Jersey, and then urban environments
after that, so I've had kind of an exposure to all three main areas of American life.

Q: Let's talk about the farming environment.

HUNTER: We were isolated because we lived in government housing at this ordnance
plant, which | think was one of the world's largest ordnance plants during the war. We were
the Yankees in an area of the South in the 1940s; in that part of the country, people were
still fighting the War Between the States.
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Q: Absolutely. The War of Southern Secession.

HUNTER: | said the War Between the States, | didn't say the Civil War. In fact, the Stars
and Bars flew side by side with the Stars and Stripes, most places, in those days.

Q: What about school? Did you go to school there?

HUNTER: In Blacksburg to begin with. Along with the other kids at what was called Staff
Village, at the Radford Ordnance Works. My older brother, David, and | were bussed
about 12 miles to Blacksburg. For me, that was through the third grade, including in the
public school there. Then the government, in its wisdom, discovered that a new school had
been built only four miles away in a place called Fairlawn, so we were sent there. It was

a major shift. It's one of those things that is probably a positive experience, transitioning
from a good solid middle class community in Blacksburg, which had Virginia Polytechnic
Institute (now called Virginia Tech), which was then an all men's military school like VMI
(Virginia Military Institute), to a school where people were dirt poor. Where you just wore
blue jeans and some of the kids only had shoes for the winter time and took off for planting
and harvesting. Of course, no blacks. It was very much segregated. Things you learn as

a child. They say you learn everything you need to know in kindergarten, and these were
formative experiences about what America is about and what it should have been about
but wasn't then, and where we are still challenged to meet the promise of the Founding
Documents.

Q: How'd you find the teaching? Sounds like a very difficult place to get the kids in place to
teach.

HUNTER: I've been very fortunate. One of the great triumphs of this country has been the
public school system, which as you may know is one of the great inventions of America,
we invented it. The Land Ordinance of 1785 created the land grant for public schools. One
of the few lasting achievements under the Articles of Confederation. I've had a lifelong
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devotion to education, maybe because of watching its impact on various people, and one
of the great tragedies of America today is that we are allowing the public school to be
destroyed, | hope I'm not putting it too strongly.

Q: Did you find coming from the specialized area, having a family with both of your parents
were college graduates and all that, and going to this country school, was this a problem
for you?

HUNTER: | think so, at least on the surface. In Blacksburg, it wasn't true because, as |
say, it was a town with a lot of educated people who valued education, and then to go to
this other school, where | think people valued it, but it was kind of an early experience for
them. These were people either doing war work and post-war work because there was the
munitions plant, there was American Celanese, factories like that, with people coming from
elsewhere. But mostly the local farming kids, many of whom were absolutely dirt poor.
Prior to building that school, these kids went to school in a tar-paper shack. The literal one
room schoolhouses. The basement of the local Baptist church was a schoolroom. | was at
the Fairlawn school for two years, and | guess it's the kind of experience that sticks with
you in terms of learning what in this country we've all got to get beyond for there to be a
real society.

Q: How'd you find the teachers?
HUNTER: As | said, | was lucky | had good teachers.
Q: | suppose they were all women at that point?

HUNTER: My first male teacher was, | guess, in junior high, maybe even high school. In
fact, | had one teacher who was wonderful at an early age. I've developed a great love of
history in the course of my life, and it was fostered by my fourth grade teacher, Miss Bane.
We read a book called The Story of Virginia, which was the history of the Commonwealth,
and | developed a very deep admiration for Stonewall Jackson at that point. She used to
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dictate to us from her own memory about her grandfather, who had been a Confederate
soldier, and I still remember the story about his being at Appomattox. The Yankees weren't
going to get his rifle, and so he wrapped it around a tree, and then Lee came out and
announced that Grant said they could keep their personal arms. Also, | think being caught
between two historic cultures, parents out of Boston, although they were Republicans

and not liberal with a capital “L,” but liberal with a small “I,” there was an appreciation for
education, appreciation for people. Deeply anti-prejudice, not something as a creed, but
something they lived, and that kind of thing you pick up.

Q: Did you find that when you were in school you had to learn to hold your tongue?

HUNTER: | never learned to hold my tongue. We used to at recess play War Between
the States, and there was another kid from Massachusetts and me, and the South
won regularly. You only learn your own society by seeing other things that give you
benchmarks. So being a Yankee in this part of the South, which was not the Deep
South, but the rural South, the Scots-Irish South in the Blue Ridge, as opposed to the
Episcopalian Tidewater, gave a certain appreciation. Incidentally, in Virginia there was
at least then a deep resentment of South Carolina and some other states that started
the War Between the States, but then didn't suffer very much, whereas Virginia, with
its various leaders, Robert E. Lee and others who by luck got into it, and then Virginia
suffered more than any other state.

Q: Yeah that was a big battleground.

HUNTER: You look at, not maybe then, but afterwards, but Virginia, for which | have

a great affection, produced all these presidents and all these great leaders up through
Woodrow Wilson, he was sort of the exception, becoming president from New Jersey, and
in some ways Virginia still hasn't recovered from the Civil War, in terms of the quality of

its contribution to civil society and public life. | remember once when | was five years old,
my father and mother, having this great appreciation of what were, | guess | would say,
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things that matter. | got introduced, | remember, to a man who was going to be running for
governor in Virginia, named Ted Dalton, whose son did become governor, and | was five
years old and deeply impressed. These things that lead you eventually to take on a public
life. | think probably the fact that we were at this munitions plant run by the government,
interacting with these people and with the US Army from earliest memories, have had an
impact on the direction of my career.

Q: What about living in a munitions factory area? Were houses removed? Were there any
problems while you were there?

HUNTER: There was a little community of about 20 houses called Staff Village, they were
all standard, government issue, painted white, and were removed from everything else.
As | say, we were bussed to school. One of the reasons | never got upset in this bussing
controversy was | did that through almost my entire public school education, didn't seem
to cause any problems. One anecdote | remember, we left Radford in '51 and | didn't

go back for 37 years, and one weekend | said to my wife. “Let's take the weekend and

go down and see where | used to live.” The transition of Blacksburg, which had been a
sleepy little college town, and had become a great dot-com metropolis. All this high tech
industry around there. Radford, which had been the big smoke, was a ghost town because
the Interstate came by and the place collapsed. Total reversal of roles. When we went to
Staff Village, | was stunned to see that it hadn't changed at all in 37 years, except that the
screened porches had been replaced with glass! Everything was the same. | remember
calling my father and telling him this, and he said” “Why are you surprised? That's the US
Army.”

Q: While you were a youth were you much of a reader?

HUNTER: My mother was. So my brother and | learned it very early. She read to us from
serious stuff. She, herself, read all of Kenneth Roberts, | remember, so it was all the
historical novels. We read all the kids books, all the Oz books, Wind in the Willows, Hardy
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Boys, and moved on, Booth Tarkington, | recall, Lorna Doone, Robert Louis Stevenson,
poetry, especially about New England, Longfellow. That part of the country was always the
lodestar for us, even though we kids had never seen it until Thanksgiving the year the war
ended. Brother Dave and | both sat on Plymouth Rock, snuck under the fence; you can't
do that today, I'm sure!

Q: One of the most influential books that | ever read was Oliver Twist because it showed
the other side of the revolution.

HUNTER: | didn't get to that, but that's right.
Q: You left there in 1951 and then where did you all go?

HUNTER: A place called Oradell, New Jersey, which is in Bergen County, my father
worked in East Rutherford. Oradell is a bedroom community, at the time it was all white
and virtually all Christian, which is important to note, because as | moved through life later
on and began to appreciate other aspects and became more cosmopolitan, it's a thing to
look back on. But it was close to New York, and my parents thought nothing of it, when

| was 12, 13, 14 years old, we'd get on the Number 165 bus and go into Port Authority
and wander on our own around New York. It was the '50s. Or when | started driving at 17,
you'd park your car at Fort Lee and walk across the George Washington Bridge. Try that
today. Can't do that anymore. It was a sudden transition from being in this rural community
to being in a much faster-paced suburban community. It was like life doubled in terms of
speed, just all of a sudden.

Q: Academically did you catch up, or were you ahead?

HUNTER: My brother Dave and | were always very good students, we had our parents'
example in terms of reading. My father's favorite thing was, I'd ask about a word at supper,
and he'd say: “Go look it up.” So the rush to the dictionary. | remember one thing in fourth
grade, the worst class we ever had was on Wednesday mornings, we had “definitions.”
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The teacher would give us a word and we'd have to look it up, learn what it meant and
memorize that, and we'd have to write a sentence that included it and we'd go out for
recess and we'd come back and have to perform, and that was a horror. It was a horror for
all of us, you know. | was always way ahead of my year... Not as smart as my brother, but
| was always way ahead of my year. When they first started giving achievement tests in
6th grade, | tested as a high school senior, that kind of stuff. But that's only test taking.

Q: In junior high/high school did you get involved in extracurricular things?
HUNTER: Always.
Q: What sort of things?

HUNTER: In junior high, | was editor of the school magazine, science club, a lot of sports,
trombone, church choir, worked in a print shop on Saturdays, setting type by hand,
California Job Case, the whole works; delivered the mail at Christmas and holidays during
high school. Worked every summer and a lot of Saturdays, gas station and car repairs,
bottled and delivered soda pop, built machines that made the little bows for the top of
liquor packages at Christmas. Boy Scouts, where a group of four of us did our Eagle
Scout together, and | found out recently that our scout camp was used for the filming

of Friday the Thirteenth! One striking thing in moving from rural Virginia to New Jersey
was that, in rural Virginia, sports was something we did all the time and it was totally
unorganized. You'd call it sandlot. Then suddenly coming to the suburban area, it was

all organized, like Little League. That was mystifying. It seemed more for the adults than
for the kids. It was all highly organized, and that was stressful. I'm not a great athlete, but
| did everything. Basketball, baseball, badminton, and soccer, which was the local fall
sport there. Then, of course, | was three years in senior high school, and Oradell didn't
have a high school. So we were bussed to Englewood, New Jersey, which is just this
side of the George Washington Bridge, to Dwight Morrow High School, which had a big
campus. A beautiful building, large, almost like an estate. (Morrow had been a Senator,
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Ambassador to Mexico; and he was Anne Morrow Lindbergh's father.) It was much more
cosmopolitan. It was maybe 30% African-American. My first experience being with Jews
in classes. I think all this was a wonderful experience, and creating friendships across
every kind of boundary. There, | was president of my sophomore class - but got beat for
reelection because | didn't do my job - a great first lesson in politics! - so | worked hard to
become president of the school in senior year, and | was first in the class and won prizes
for declamation, public speaking. | finally discovered a sport | was good at, which was
track, and | was a quarter-miler. My brother had been a two-twenty yard sprinter, but |
didn't have the speed, so | became a-quarter miler. | was Bergen County champion my
sophomore year, the next year, in the State championships, I finished second to a guy
from Teaneck when he set the New Jersey high school record. Also threw the discus,
senior year. | ran three years at the Penn Relays, which were the National Championships,
and I've been running ever since. Satchel Page said, “Don't look back, something may be
gaining on you.”

Q: At the high school was there a breakdown in how the African American, the Jewish and
the WASP (white Anglo Saxon Protestant) community...

HUNTER: Well, WASP is a term we wouldn't even have known, but | think there was a
kind of implicit division between blacks and non-blacks, even though there were some
friendships that went across - in my senior year, for instance, | was the only white on

the track team. But within the non-blacks, there were no distinctions at all. | think my
exposure to Jewish culture was one of the more positive elements of my entire life. In
terms of family, appreciation of education, in terms of sense of humor and sense of irony. |
remember even prior to that, | read all kinds of stuff as a child, and | remember the old joke
books, the old Jewish vaudeville humor, read them all! Try any of them on me, I'll know it.
In fact, | always felt | had something of that temperament, which | think has stood in very
good stead in terms of being able to look across boundaries. Ever since high school, what
happened at Dwight Morrow, I've always been a very multi-cultural person. | hate that term
because it's a buzz word for lots of things that | don't think are terribly positive. It's a kind of
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a thing people wear on their sleeves, but I've kind of lived it. I've never had trouble relating
to people of other cultures.

Q: Did you get into New York much as you get older? How about the theater and other
things?

HUNTER: We went to the theater, occasionally; | had a friend whose mother had worked
at the Shubert Theater, so that opened another window. | used to do indoor track on

a Saturday afternoon, take the bus, before | was driving, and go into the 168th Street
Armory. Almost all the runners there were black, from the great New York high schools,
some of which were Catholic, as you know, the great Catholic high schools, which put a
great emphasis on sports, and that was an amazing experience. In my junior year, | even
ran the quarter-mile in the national championships in Madison Square Garden. | came so
far down | won't even tell you how far. It was fun. That Madison Square Garden doesn't
exist anymore. That's gone. | played soccer, wasn't very good at it. Just did all this stuff.
To be fair, one reason | got involved in so many activities was that my mother was dying.
She had cancer and she suffered with it for more than five years before she died. So a lot
of what | did | guess was a way of compensating. She died just after | graduated from high
school.

Q: What year did you graduate from high school?

HUNTER: '58.

Q: I guess with your family background you were pointing towards college.
HUNTER: Oh yeah, that was always assumed.

Q: Where'd you go?

HUNTER: | went to Wesleyan in Connecticut.
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Q: Why there?

HUNTER: It'd be very hard to explain. I'm not really quite sure. One, it was a matter of
getting a scholarship, which was necessary for our family, although | had scholarships
elsewhere too. | had one at Yale, Princeton, Cornell. Hard to explain, but a good place.

Q: It was known as one of the Little Three.

HUNTER: I'm here at RAND, and one of the things about it, there's one other Wesleyan
person here and a bunch of Amherst and Williams people, so we go at one another.

Q: | graduated from Williams in '50.

HUNTER: Well, that is one more thing to recommend you. Little Three, along with Amherst
and us at Wesleyan, the poor relations.

Q: I went down there on the fencing team. In my time it was mostly vets, and it wasn't as
fancy as it is now.

HUNTER: That's right, they both had a lot of vets, and Wesleyan had had a Navy V-5
and a V-12 school. | say in retrospect | might have gone to one of the other schools |
was admitted to but didn't because... | won't get into that. Let's put it another way, | was
fortunate to have some really good teachers. At Wesleyan after my freshman year, | was
recruited for a new “experiment” they called the College Program. They decided to try
something on what they called the Oxford model, and they started one in quantitative
studies and one in the arts and humanities, and one in social studies. | went into the one
in social studies, first year it started. It was three 10-week trimesters, no tests except right
at the end of the second and third years, no grades. Heavy writing demands for tutorials.
We had to write a paper every week, which was excruciating, but the best thing that ever
happened to us in terms of learning to write. You know, if you're in Washington, one skill
you have to have is to be able to write. So | learned how to do that, although I'll let other
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people judge if I'm any good at it. | had some very good teachers at the College of Social
Studies (CSS). It was cross-discipline. History, government, economics, plus philosophy,
plus some other things that you could sample around the university as you liked. | did
English literature. One of the things CSS required you to do, because there were no
exams and no grades except right at the end, is that you had to learn self-discipline, which
was very tough, as opposed to just doing things by rote: Next week you're going to have

a quiz, you're going to have a test, do this paper — you know, the incremental approach,
with a grade at the end of each course. | think even though it took me a long, long time

to learn, and I'm not sure I've learned it yet, this requirement for self-reliance stands one
in good stead. That experience, plus what | learned in graduate school - which had the
same “no tests, no grades, no barriers between one subject and another” — I've come to
an appreciation how, particularly in my discipline, foreign affairs, first, so many different
disciplines go into it. Second, compartmentalization of learning is a disaster. In fact, | have
noticed over the years that most of American training in foreign affairs prepares people to
be specialists, and there are very few people whom | would call generalists, those people
who are cross-discipline, who can integrate knowledge from across the board. Yet the
making of foreign policy, if there is such a thing, has to be that. It can't just be somebody
Is a Middle East person, somebody is a Latin America person, somebody knows military
Issues, and somebody else knows economics, because the world doesn't work that way.

Q: | found when | was examiner of people who took the oral exam for the Foreign Service,
we'd have people who were Mongolian specialists, or something, coming out of Harvard.

HUNTER: Some people you need who are like that, but not the people at the top making
decisions.

Q: But the problem was there just wasn't enough breadth there from our feeling.

HUNTER: One of the problems I think with the Foreign Service is that it often hasn't valued
people who are able to integrate knowledge and analyze and think about strategy, all of
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which are needed to make the really tough decisions. But at the same time, the Foreign
Service also doesn't put enough value on the specialists who need to be recruited and
nurtured. In order to get promoted, | noticed, you have to check certain blocks and, as a
result, sometimes we lose out on some of the key specialties, like a Mongolian specialist,
to use your example. | would want to give people with these special skills rewards and
promote them and not retire them early, because you need somebody on Mongolia. But
that's your business, I'm not a Foreign Service Officer!

Q: Obviously it's a major problem. The election of '60 was a major time for many young
people to get caught up in, did you get caught up in it?

HUNTER: | did, but not in the way that you would think. It wasn't a matter of being inspired
by John Kennedy, until later, and maybe there a certain...let me explain it in a different
way. I've always been a bit of an individualist intellectually. I've always tried to resist fads,
tried to resist group-think. In part because I've seen the dangers in myself and others of
group-think, and | tend to believe, it's kind of a whimsical thing, that by the time everybody
believes what | believe, it's time to move on to something else. Kind of a Daniel Boone
idea. On first getting involved in Washington, it was really a couple of things. One was

the background | came from and being close to the military when my father worked at
Radford Ordnance Works, later called Radford Arsenal. So having had that perspective.

| remember, for example, in summer 1945, bicycling down the road from Staff Village to
where it intersected with the main road, going into the “powder plant,” as they called it, and
seeing this great convoy of trucks going past me, these were German prisoners of war
after the surrender, being brought in to add new buildings to the ordnance plant for the war
against Japan. Here I'm five years old. This is nothing, of course, compared to what any
European kid would have gone through, no doubt a lot worse, but my being aware that
there was a thing called a war going on. Anyway, my father having been a civil servant, my
having gained a very strong sense of public service, even then, for reasons that'd be hard
to explain, which | guess | really haven't thought it through enough. There was another,
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more direct, factor. We had the vice president of Wesleyan, a man named John Macy, who
had been the top civil servant in the US government.

Q: He was Mr. Civil Service.

HUNTER: He was Wesleyan Class of '37. Back when he was Wesleyan's vice president,

| got to know him, got to be friendly with him, he was inspiring. Kennedy put him in the
Cabinet as head of what was then called the Civil Service Commission - now the Office of
Personnel Administration, and it's no longer in the Cabinet. It was his inspiration, | think.

| took the examination for a management internship, qualified, applied around, and tried
various places. Bureau of the Budget, my first choice, wasn't interested in me, but the
Navy Department took me on for the summer in summer of 1961. | was between my junior
and senior years. So | came down here to Washington in 1961, spent the summer here
and worked in the Munitions Building, which you will remember but most people won't,
which was on Constitution Avenue, next to Main Navy. These were temporary buildings
built in 1917 to last the First World War.

Q: I had my tooth pulled out there just after | got discharged from the Air Force. |
remember vividly.

HUNTER: Back in those days, the World War Il Temps were also there, and they were
right below the Washington Monument. We were on the second deck of the Munitions
Building, and | got assigned to a thing called the Special Projects Office, which was
building Polaris missiles, submarines. Which was the number one program in the US Navy
and one of the top programs in the military. So a lot of high caliber people and a highly-
intense effort. Very high #lan. It was a fantastic experience. | went back to Wesleyan and,
for my senior thesis, | wrote on the bureaucratic politics of the innovation of the Polaris
project. | don't know if I've ever written anything as good as that since.

Q: What were the politics?
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HUNTER: This was essentially about when it was decided we needed what was later
called second-strike deterrence. Each of the three services had their competitors. You
know, these had to be weapons that couldn't be destroyed in a first-strike. | should tell

you, I'm a trained nuclear strategist. | won't bore you with all that. | spent a large part of my
career in nuclear strategy and arms control at the analytical end, and some at the practical
end in the government. The Air Force had Minuteman, and the Navy tried Polaris, and the
Army tried Redstone. Let me give you a small sample of a very complicated subject, as the
inter-service rivalry was going on. The rivalry between Admiral “Red” Raborn, in charge of
the Polaris Project, and Admiral Hyman Rickover, father of the nuclear Navy, who detested
the Polaris Project, and it was reciprocated. Nobody has ever heard of Raborn, except
when he was head of the CIA, but everybody's heard of Rickover. That's another story.
But one of the things, the Army was going to provide a missile to go on the submarines,
and got way down the road in developing it. General Medaris was in charge, | remember
reading his memoirs about this, and the Army was way along on the development of its
missile for the Polaris submarines. But the Navy suckered the Army by going along with it
up to a certain point and then announcing that a liquid fuel rocket couldn't possibly be put
in a submarine! Too dangerous. You have to have a solid-fuel rocket, and we at Polaris
just happen to have been developing one! The Army didn't know what hit it. Suddenly, it
was out of the intercontinental ballistic missile business. That's how it happened. (Sorry,

| misspoke, the Air Force had Atlas, first, and then Minuteman.) So | wrote about that for
my senior thesis at Wesleyan, and they gave me High Distinction. Then | came back to
the Polaris Program and worked in operations analysis and some of the foreign programs.
The head of my particular office, Captain Richard Shutt, took me under his wing, beginning
in 1961. I've been fortunate in my life to have worked for a lot of extraordinary people.

| hope I'm able to validate the trust and confidence they put in me at a young age, and

| try to do a lot of mentoring of young people. | got this attention partly because | was
precocious, | was also noisy and lively. Everybody always tried to tame me, but I've had
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a lot of intellectual curiosity since | was a child. That's the thing. Tremendous intellectual
curiosity since | was a child.

Q: That serves one well.

HUNTER: Can do. So then, in college | competed for the various graduate scholarships, |
was lucky to get a Fulbright to England and so set off in that direction.

Q: While you were in college did foreign affairs interest you?

HUNTER: Well, not initially. | went to college to become a chemist. | really liked science.
| was very good at it in high school. My best subjects were science and math. | got 800 in
the advanced math college boards. | can add my checkbook up, even now. At that point,
| had kind of a square-corners mind, and one of the best things that has happened to me
has been spending the rest of my life getting around corners of the mind. In other words,
dealing with ambiguities, ambivalences. Which is what managing the world is all about, is
figuring out how things relate to one another. So | guess people would say the difference
Is between a mind that works sequentially and one that leaps around, but you've got to
have both, in my judgment, to get it right, at least in my field. So | got some education at
Wesleyan that helped me later in foreign affairs, but only in the sense that it was part of
general background, things you studied. Most of the studies were concentrated on the
domestic, particularly in political science, economics, history. But then those summers

| had in Washington, which really galvanized my attention, these were the fundamental
Issues facing our country. I'm of that generation that remembers October 4, 1958, Sputnik.
And the National Defense Education Act. | remember the day after Sputnik, at Dwight
Morrow we were all asking: “Where are we as a nation? What do we do?” Sputnik had a
galvanizing impact. | remember also, | can't remember the exact time, my father had a
college friend from Boston University, John Peter Hagen, who was in charge of the first
Navy program, Vanguard, to put up a satellite. | remember, the poor guy, we were all
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watching live on television as this thing, | think we were watching television, maybe it was
just on the news that night, but the rocket went up five feet and fell over.

Q: Oh yeah, there was a horrible period where nothing seemed to work.

HUNTER: So it was that everything was moving in a direction, a concatenation of events
pushing me in the direction of a foreign career, and wanting to do one of these foreign
experiences and getting a Fulbright and going to England.

Q: Before we do that, just one question. Why were Rickover and Reborn at odds?

HUNTER: Rickover wanted to run everything. He was a man without whom we would have
been a much poorer and less secure country, but there are some qualities that are useful
at some times and not at others! So in college, but certainly in graduate school, | read
voluminously of the things in international relations, military affairs. Admiral Ernest King, at
the beginning of the Second World War became commander in chief of US naval forces.
The abbreviation was “CINCUS” at that point. But King said we have to change that, we
can't have a commander called “sink-us.” His famous line was that, "When things really
get tough, that's when they send for us sons of bitches!” Well, Rickover was a son of a
bitch, and that was good, up to a point. But maybe he outlived his usefulness. | recall, for
example, President Landsbergis of Lithuania, a man of extraordinary courage, he stood
up against the Soviets in 1990. He could have been shot. But he stood up, helped his
country become independent, then he became president, but | discovered when | was
ambassador at NATO, dealing with him, a man | have tremendous admiration for, he had
outlived his usefulness to Lithuania, because he was so single-minded. That gave him the
courage to do X, but when it came time to govern later on and do Y, he was less effective.
Lech Walesa, for example, is a bit like that. An extremely courageous man, but when it
came time to create a Poland of a different quality, it became time for him to move on. But
without people like that, without the Rickovers... but anyway, the story was that Raborn,
who was a very effective manager, a very inspiring leader, a very quiet individual, | guess
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a Scotsman. The story was, and everybody told these stories, was about his going over to
see Rickover to pay his respects the first day, and Rickover looked up and said, “Oh, | see
I'm going to have to run the Polaris project, too.” Raborn narrowed his eyes and pursed

his lips and did his perfect about face and walked out and never came back. Also, Raborn
took one of Rickover's new submarines being built, the Scorpion, and split it in half and put
a midsection in it, to become the first Polaris boat, the 598, the USS George Washington.
The rivalry was there. A lot of the Raborn people had washed out of the Rickover program,
in part, | discovered in learning all this Navy lore, because of the rigor of going through

the Rickover selection process. Where Rickover in some ways was correct. It could be
argued that the need in a nuclear submarine was less a matter of thinking independently
than it was of thinking under pressure and getting it right and not screwing up. Except for
the USS Thresher, and it's hard to say exactly what happened on that boat. But with the
possible exception of that, there's never been an accident in putting a nuclear reactor in an
undersea vessel, and Rickover demanded certain standards. But when it came to doing
other things, maybe this was not the most important quality. So a lot of these guys who
had been rejected by the Rickover program came over to the Raborn program, people who
had other kinds of personal and intellectual leadership skills. Fascinating time.

Q: How about chemistry and that kind of thing by the time you're through college?

HUNTER: | went through my first year as a science and math “pre-major.” | took an
advanced math course, and it took me about three months to realize that | could go a
certain distance, but this stuff was beyond me, so | dropped the course. In fact, you learn
over time what you're good and bad at. I'm good at a lot of stuff, but there are three areas
| am impossible at. One is statistics. Another is radio. As a Boy Scout | tried to learn it,
and | remember one summer at Scout camp, trying to learn radio because there were a
bunch of Ham Radio kids, but I just could never get the hang of it. | would get as far as
impedance and that was it. Because | have both a linear mind and a nonlinear mind. With
my linear mind, | could visualize electrons. But the idea that you can have a wave function
that streams out, varying between positive and negative, and yet it's got to be electrical
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energy, electrons, whatever it is — | couldn't just accept this as a “fact” and move on. So
statistics, radio, and languages. I'm no good at those three. My wife, Shireen, is brilliant at
languages. | also am never good at remembering names. So, after the first year in college,
| also discovered that chemistry is interesting but not my cup of tea. But the great thing
about Wesleyan and the requirements they had then was that, even though | was in the
science track, | was put into an English course for potential scientists, and we all had to
take humanities, and | found | woke up to these things. That's one reason that | served

on the Board at Wesleyan later on. I'm still very skeptical about people coming out of
American high schools and, in their freshman year of college or university, being able to
decide at that point exactly what they want to do. | believe if you want to go to engineering
school, art school, that's your business. But | think if you're going to start out in liberal arts,
you should be required to sample around and find out, maybe you missed something.
Because very few American high schools are going to be able to give you the breadth

at any level of rigor so you can decide who you are. This idea that kids are going to be
mature enough as freshmen and freshwomen. It's not a matter of maturity, it's a matter of
exposure. | remember when | was on the board of the university and they said, “We're no
longer going to have 120 credit hours needed for graduation, we're just going to have a
series of 'expectations.™ And | joked, “Fine, let's just do it as expectations, as long as you
get 120 of them!” | think people miss out by this false assertion, which has something to do
with the idea that, because we're here at Wesleyan, we must be mature enough to make
our own decisions about courses from Day One.

In high school, my sophomore year, | had an English teacher who made me read a 976-
page book called The Forty Days of Musa Dagh, by Franz Werfel. Maybe I've always

had a sympathy for the Armenians since then, but that book was a struggle. But it was
worth doing. In my junior year, we had a teacher in social studies and history who taught
through sarcasm. She would just humiliate kids if you weren't doing this and that. This was
Englewood High School, which drained from four different communities. Oradell which
was solid white middle class; Englewood, which included the rich and the poor and the in-
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between. Plus Ridgefield and Edgewater. Fascinating, different people all coming to the
same school. Well, this teacher in my junior year made me read a book which was the
one-volume version of The Study of History by Arnold Toynbee, all about interregnums.
An interregnum is the period between two other interregnums, right? | don't know how
much | got out of it, it was torture. But kind of thankful for it. Which reminds me, | actually
met Toynbee once in the library of Chatham House in London. About 10 years ago, when
my wife and | were in Cambridge, England, and | was missing a volume of The Study of
History, and | went into the Cambridge University Bookstore and said, “Do you have Study
of History by Arnold Toynbee,” and they said, “Who?” People don't read him anymore. Or
maybe it was just because Toynbee was published by Oxford, the rival.

Q: He was one of the most popular unread authors around. | think he appeared on the
cover of Time.

HUNTER: That's like Hawking. I've struggled to get through the Stephen Hawking book.
He's sold more copies that sit and gather dust on shelves, but that's all right. There are
books like that. But, anyhow, by the end of my freshman year at Wesleyan, | had been
kicked hard. | had an English teacher named William Coley, we called him Wild Bill Coley,
who was another irascible character who kicked us hard. | was irascible as always, and
always asked questions. He battered me around quite a bit, he called me the “Agenbite of
Inwit,” out of one of the early English writers, Chaucer or Spenser, which Coley translated
as the “prick of conscience.” | won't take that any further. | gained some appreciation

of English literature and poetry from him. The advantage of Wesleyan, | guess, was

a lot of one-on-one teaching. Mort Tenser, who was a political scientist from whom |

got my first grounding in politics, and John Maher, an economist, and Gene Golob, an
historian. So somebody said, | think it was Gene Golob, “Why don't you think about this
new experimental College Plan?” So | applied and got accepted and went through an
extraordinary three-year period of being pulled this way and that. Not by rote, but by being
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thrown in the deep end and having to swim. As | said, it took me years and years and
years to learn how to do it.

Q: I recently interviewed somebody who came through the Hutchins great books type
course, and I've often thought that probably was one of the great innovations of education.

HUNTER: | say to people when they ask “What should | study?” | say, well, it doesn't
matter so much as long as it's rigorous. The object is learning to think, it's not learning
content. You can get the content as long as you can think. In fact, when | teach and think
about teaching, there's only one overriding question that one should always ask. The
question is “Why?” In foreign affairs particularly, you are always wondering “Why?” If you
can't point towards that question, you'll never be able to be more than a journeyman.
You'll be somebody who can fix the pipes or do what you're told to do, but you'll never

be able to think “outside the box.” That's a wonderful phrase. It's always used by people
who don't know what the hell it means or who are incapable of it. “Paradigm shift.” A
similar phrase. People use that without understanding what it really means, and generally
people believe it's a nice thing to talk about. The essence of paradigms is, except for very
rare individuals, you don't think out of the box, you're shaped by your environment. Take
agrarian society, there are certain things, if you are in an agrarian society as, say, we
were in the 17th and most of the 18th century, you cannot even think about, such as the
characteristics of a capitalist society, because there's no way to do so, you don't have the
intellectual instruments to think about it. They don't exist. Somebody might have a lucky
hit, or somebody who is dysfunctional in one society may get it, but it's not something you
just get, because of the nature of a social framework within which thought is possible.

One of the standard concerns throughout my life has been the risk of becoming trapped

in group-think. To jump ahead, I've had two salutary experiences that are relevant. One

Is about how we all did what we did on Vietnam. I'm not making a moral argument, but
rather pointing to how difficult it was to break the mold. Not just war protests, because one
didn't want to get drafted, but how does one gain the analytical tools to understand why
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Vietnam was a mistake and then be able to shift policy. The other salutary experience, a
little anecdote | use is that | don't know anybody who knew anything who predicted the
end of the Cold War. There were some people who didn't know anything who figured it
out! That is, people who weren't in the system. The compulsion of the system was so
overwhelming that it either was impossible to think of the alternative, or, even if people did
think about it, it was career-destroying. There were no rewards. Everything was loaded
against thinking beyond the Cold War framework; and something similar is where we
are now with regard to terrorism. There's a struggle going on in American culture about
whether we are going to define a new era in terms of terrorism, which is in my judgment
ludicrous. Terrorism is difficult and it's dangerous and it's threatening and the rest. But

if we allow ourselves to come up with a new structured set of thinking that focuses on
terrorism as a central organizing principle, which drives other things out, we are going
totally to miss the boat in terms of our own future. So much of international relations is

a soft science. What we call the “international system” is about the way of thinking that
constructs attitudes, frameworks, and imposes a discipline, which may or may not be
real, on the world, and then we operate within that discipline. If you get it right, there's no
problem. But if you get it wrong, then there's all hell to pay.

We've been going through such a struggle now. One, nature and politics both abhor a
vacuum, but people might build a poor structure to replace the old one. When we lost the
paradigm of the Cold War, we went through a struggle of 10-12 years to come up with

a new paradigm, and some people have grasped onto terrorism. But | would argue that
we have — | invented this term in 1990 — a “paradigm gap.” We used to have a missile
gap, now we have a paradigm gap. | said, “We are not going to have another paradigm.
There is nothing comparable to Communism coming along.” Maybe something to do with
globalization, maybe. There is no military power like the Soviet Union, to which we have to
respond and that creates an organizing principle for the world. Maybe China in the future
if we and the Chinese are so stupid that we allow it to happen. In fact, we're going back
to an earlier era in which things were a lot messier. The human mind, including people in
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my profession, resists messiness. So a lot of people have grabbed onto terrorism like a
life preserver. That rescues us from indeterminacy. | read so much stuff now that is just
such garbage. There are very few people who can think this through, I'm not even sure |
can. As Will Durant once said, “The purpose of my education is every step | take | realize
increasingly how ignorant | am.” | get more ignorant the older | get.

Q: My personal prejudice is that we're talking about essentially a police problem and let's
get on with other things.

HUNTER: I'm thinking about something even more profound, which is how do we avoid
getting ourselves into the psychological requirement of having a simplified paradigm
about the world and getting it wrong. One other thing, you see on the wall I've got some
guotations stuck up there, one of them is from Nietzsche. In Use and Abuse of History,

he talks about a super-historian. He says the super-historian who knows everything
knows that everything is ultimately futile and thus he will do nothing. The man of action,
he argued, has to be able to forget a certain amount of things, including the knowledge of
his own ultimate failure, in order to be able to mobilize activity in order to have any human
activity that will be successful. Now, | don't accept that necessarily as a constant, but
there's a lot to that.

Q: We're going to be here, then, we're not going to be here, and life goes on.

HUNTER: It's more profound than that. It's if you think through everything, you will
ultimately not get anywhere. One of my favorite little lines about that is a joke somebody
once told. Consider the centipede. Somebody says to the centipede, “With a hundred

legs, how is it you manage to walk?” The centipede replied, “I never thought about it.” So it
thought about it and was never able to take another step!

Anyway, so | got into the College of Social Studies at Wesleyan, and it was a deep-
end experience. It was way over one's head. And we swam, and we struggled, and I'll
tell you one of the wonderful things in this world. I'm now president of a thing called the
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Atlantic Treaty Association, which is a moribund institution we're trying to wake up. The
umbrella organization for the 40 Atlantic Councils in the Western Alliance. The head of

the Atlantic Council in Romania is a young man named Alex Serban. Very bright guy,

very enterprising, and they're doing incredible things with their Atlantic Council. | said to
him at some point when | saw him last year, “Alex, how do you have such good English?”
He said, “Well, | learned it when | was in school in America.” | said, “Where'd you go to
school?” He said, “I went to graduate school at Columbia.” | said, “Where'd you go to
undergraduate school?” He said, “Oh, | went to a place you never heard of. It's a school
called Wesleyan University.” | said, “Really, what class were you?” He said, “1992.” | said,
“What did you study there?” He said, “lI was in a thing called the College of Social Studies.”
Here was a kid in the exact same program 30 years after me. The good thing is I'd already
picked him out as a high-flyer before | knew where'd he'd gone to school. So you see what
happens? | was a NATO ambassador and head of the ATA, here's this young man who's
doing all these great things, it's all because of the College of Social Studies.

Q: You graduated in '62. This is really before Vietnam intruded.

HUNTER: It was just starting to heat up. It was still not a great preoccupation of people.
One of the little things that stick in your mind, Wesleyan was always a progressive place.
We were a small New England men's college. But we were fortunate to have some folks
with a vision and courage. We were the first college, after | graduated, which involved
minorities in a big way, African-Americans. It was the first of the men's colleges to admit
women. First in this, first in that, first in the other thing. We had a wonderful chaplain, John
McGuire. He used to bring interesting people around. | remember going to hear Malcolm
X speak. | remember in our College Program, we were | think sophomores, 1959, and
McGuire brought around this young black minister to meet with us, we spent a morning
with him. His hame didn't mean much to me, but a really inspiring guy, it was clear that this
was a big person. His name was Martin Luther King, Jr. This kind of experience makes a
lasting impression and helps to shape who you are and what you do in life.
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Q: You got a Fulbright, and you went where?

HUNTER: | was supposed to go to the University of Manchester. I'd applied for Oxford.
Somebody said be careful what you wish for, you may get it. The opposite as well. I've
always believed if you have lemons, make lemonade. Some younger people ask me how

| was so successful. | say, first, you're begging the question of whether I'm successful or
not. | don't really look at it that way. Then | say, nobody can ever tell you how to follow

a pattern. Work hard, do your best, be interested. | say I'm kind of a bumper car. I'll go
along and I'll bump into an obstacle and then | bounce off and | go somewhere else. That's
why I'm kind of a dilettante in some ways. | bump into lots of obstacles and get up and

go somewhere else. What happened, we were in England, and they had a marvelous
orientation program for the new Fulbright Scholars. The British took it very seriously on
their side. We were still in the era of remembering Marshall Aid and Lease-Lend, as

they called it. The “special relationship.” It was still at a time before you had the great
onslaught of people traveling all the time, travel was by ship, mostly. My first two years in
England, I didn't go home at all. Making a phone call was something you did every other
year. Telegrams, 22 words in a telegram. | remember some friends of mine back here got
married, and | sent them a telegram that said, “There's ringing of bells and singing of birds,
what else can | say in twenty-two words?” That's 22 words long, plus the address, and
letters you would write on these little flimsy foldover papers if you didn't have much money.

One of the Fulbright orientation meetings we had was a lecture someplace in London on
the Common Market. | had gone over to England to be a political economist. | saw that
this was a coming field, coming out of my education, to bridge the two disciplines. | said,
“That's where we need to be going, what we need to do in the world and do at home.”
Transformations. In that sense, | had come to Washington for those two summers and,
yes, the Kennedy thing in that sense caught me up. Internships, | don't know what they're
like today, it was a big deal back then. Kennedy took it very seriously. In fact, | remember
that summer of '61, there were all kinds of common intern programs, lots of little meetings
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all over town. Kennedy instructed every presidential appointee to get involved with the
interns. | remember it was either that summer or the next, being in one meeting, where
the speaker was Averell Harriman, who was the Assistant Secretary of State for Far East
affairs. Even though he had been a governor and a senior ambassador, he decided he
would be prepared to be an assistant secretary of state, if that's all he could get, in order
to be of service. So he was speaking, and some student got up, | remember this vividly.
I'm a great admirer of Harriman. Throughout my education and government experience,

| kept running into him, historically. Everything | ever discovered that was important in

the development of Atlantic relations and Europe, it was Harriman doing something.
Pamela, of course, was a good friend by the end. She was a super ambassador to Paris.

| remember Harriman that evening, some kid says, “Tell me governor, why do they call
you the crocodile?” A silence fell over the room. Harriman said, “Because young man, |
am as mean as you are rude.” It was a wonderful comeback. That was the kind of thing, it
was exciting. Something new was happening. You are of that generation, close enough,
to know what it was like, and this was when the Peace Corps started, all kinds of things. It
was service to one's country and one's government. Things that you could do in society. It
was coming out of the post-war world in which we'd gotten a certain amount of prosperity,
and then people started looking around for things to do in terms of the larger society. It's
kind of hard to explain this to other generations later on. | sometimes think that the tragedy
of the inflation and the other economic problems that happened under Jimmy Carter — at
my own university, 85% of my class went to graduate school, went into public professions
of one kind or another. But after that inflation hit and the economic fears, all of a sudden
undergraduates were doing pre-med, pre-law, and other subjects that would make money.
| am pleased to say that, at Wesleyan, students have gone back again to the great Little
Three tradition, all three of them, of service. Coming out of the religious foundations and
similar backgrounds. The kind of nonconformist foundations of the Wesleyan Methodist
tradition, also Amherst and Williams. I'm reading a book now on Oliver Wendell Holmes,
about Unitarians at Harvard and other places.
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Anyway, so | was in this Fulbright session in London, and it was on the Common

Market, and | was fascinated. They had a couple of the really very top people. | went

up afterwards, and there was a speaker named Bill Pickles, from the London School

of Economics, who really fascinated me. | said “I'm over here, I'm going to Manchester
doing political economy, I'm fascinated by this.” | talked with him for a few minutes. He
says, “Why don't you come to LSE and be my student?” | said, “Well, | can't, I'm going

to Manchester.” He said, “I'll take care of it.” So he went to a truly remarkable woman
named Anne Bohm, running the LSE graduate school, and she organized it, and they went
to the Fulbright Commission and, by God, | got switched to go to the London School of
Economics. It was wonderful, being a Fulbright, when they took it very seriously there.
One of the good things, it's right smack in the center of London, the London School of
Economics. It's right off the Aldwych, it's this set of gray stone buildings. It's right down

by the Aldwych Theatre and across from Bush House, home of the BBC World Service,
right at the bottom of Kingsway. | had a student friend from Malaysia who said that, before
he came to LSE, he had imagined it was like St. John's College in Oxford, and he said

he came and he saw these gray stone little buildings on this back street and he said to
himself, “This is it?” No campus, not a blade of grass. Anyway, | also got discovered

then through this process, since | got involved at Chatham House, the Royal Institute of
International Affairs, by a man named Andrew Shonfield, who was the Director of Studies,
later head of Chatham House, later head of the European College in Florence. One of the
great men of British academic public life. It was kind of a struggle for my soul between him,
he was pro-Common Market, and Bill Pickles, who was deeply Laborite-skeptical. That
was right at the time of the British application to join the European Economic Community,
and then the veto by de Gaulle. So they struggled for my soul. Shonfield won on the
Common Market. | recall right off the bat, sitting in the LSE library and going through the
Treaty of Rome, line by line, marking it up so | could try to understand it. That's an old
habit: to read official documents stem to stern, not just to accept someone else's summary.
You'd be surprised what you learn that way! Also, one of the great things about being an
American, I'm sure probably happens to Rhodes Scholars, too, but certainly it's Fulbrights
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who have it, we were treated as being outside of the British class system. We could go
anywhere, we were taken seriously, whether we deserved it or not. We had access to
institutions, access to the smartest people, all kind of things, from a tender age. So | spent
an extraordinary period of time there.

Q: You were there what, two years?
HUNTER: Seven years.
Q: Good heavens.

HUNTER: | set the all-time record for getting a PhD. | just couldn't get my thesis written. |
wrote up an op-ed article yesterday in about 45 minutes, | spent another half an hour fixing
it. It is almost impossible for me to write books. My wife, Shireen, writes books at about
the pace that | am writing op-ed articles! Different temperament. But | was at LSE seven
years and two months. | set the all-time record at that point. It's since been broken, getting
a doctorate. There are no requirements, except writing a thesis and living there for two
years, so it was again being in the deep end, but | got one hell of an education. Integrated
studies without calling it integrated studies. Across the lot, learning to think, bringing all the
aspects of the discipline together in a way that | don't think there's any place in the United
States where it's taught like that. It doesn't exist. It's one reason | think we have a fairly
limited range of people who are able to think that way in foreign affairs in this country.

Q: Was there a London School of Economics influence, | keep thinking of Africa and
maybe India and some other places, where there seems to be a line there of socialist
control, which | think has been a disaster.

HUNTER: It's one of these things where people don't pay attention. A single person
defined LSE that way and that was Harold Laski. Obviously, it was founded by the
Fabians, George Bernard Shaw and the Webbs, Sidney and Beatrice, in 1896. But at the
time | was there, it was not left-wing. Economics was probably center or right of center.
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Development strategy, Lord Bauer as he's now called, was a conservative development
specialist. International relations was conservative. Yes, this was the time of the so-called
“troubles” at LSE in 1967, '68, when | was there. That was as much as anything people

in the sociology and the law departments running experiments, and there was a great
deal of jealousy about student protests in America: “If America's got it, we can have it.”
But most of the School wasn't involved in the demonstrations. It was one of these things
where it had a reputation it simply doesn't deserve. It's staggering. Yes, LSE had a lot

of people come from various other countries. Some were socialist, a lot of them weren't.
Some got an education and went back, but it was not because of the university they

took particular views. It's become a kind of a joke. There was one play | remember in
London, in which people were captured by this African revolutionary leader, and they were
paraded in front of him in the deepest jungle, and one line is, “So how do you speak such
good English?” He says, “Well, of course, | studied at the LSE.” Left-wing reputation not
deserved. Fantastically high quality. | was fortunate, the people in International Relations
in those days were as good as anybody in the world. Some names you would have heard
of, some names you wouldn't have heard of.

Q: What were you looking at as far as for your dissertation pieces?

HUNTER: The first year | was just a Research Student and was doing European Economic
Community and nuclear strategy. I'd written an undergraduate paper on NATO and looked
a little bit at NATO, but mostly the EEC. | started out, as | say, to be a political economist.
They took me under their wing. Christmas time, the first time ever going to the Continent,
and Bill Pickles arranged when | was in Paris to meet this pal of his whose name was
Raymond Aron, who spent three hours with me. You were a 22-year old kid and you're
having a chance to be exposed, one-on-one, to one of the giants. | was fortunate as a
senior at Wesleyan, doing all kinds of things. Had a small course with a visiting professor
who was writing an important book. Her name was Hannah Arendt. It was right at the

time of the Eichmann trial and that was a fascinating experience, having a chance to

be pounded on in terms of ideas by Hannah Arendt. It was intellectually a door-opening
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experience. Of course, within the Jewish tradition, she was irascible. Of course, the Jewish
tradition in general, in being irascible, is cutting across intellectual and cultural and political
boundaries, something | greatly value, interaction with an intellectual tradition that is not
just run by rote.

So here | was in LSE, and | got involved with other things. Bush House, BBC World
Service, was across the way and | used to... starting when | was about 23, | paid my way
through graduate school after the Fulbright ran out, by broadcasting for the BBC, and
doing television.

Q: What were you broadcasting?

HUNTER: Foreign affairs, whatever they wanted. A friend of mine, Philip Windsor, who is
the greatest teacher | have ever met, and probably the finest person in this business | ever
met, said “Never, never, never say 'No' to the BBC.” He later claimed he never said it. It
was a pound-a-minute ($2.80) in those days. A stunning amount of money. | got involved
at Chatham House. And involved at a relatively new institution called the Institute for
Strategic Studies, run by another one of the great men of this business, Alistair Buchan,
who founded it along with Michael Howard and Denis Healey. Sir Michael Howard, one

of the outstanding military historians. At the end of the first year, having gone through

this, first time abroad and all the things that happen to you, etcetera, etcetera - an insular
American kid dumped in a foreign country and learning about one's own country more than
you can possibly learn at home — | decided, having postponed law school long enough,
that | would, having done quite well on the Law School Boards, that | would pick that up
again. Got accepted at Harvard Law, paid my registration fee, and then it was about the
end of June and Dr. Anne Bohm called me and she said, “We have a new scholarship
here. Financed by a trust called the Noel Buxton Trust. It's a three-year thing, it's to study
international relations, and | want you to have it.” Well, | was kind of feeling intimidated
about going to law school. I've always felt that I'm never going to make it at the next level

| have to go into. Taking that next step... so | accepted that in lieu of going to Harvard
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Law School. And, as they say, | never looked back. It was the wrong decision in terms of
building the kinds of contacts one needs in a square-corners career, financially, certainly.
In terms of learning and being able potentially to make a greater contribution to society,

| made the right decision. Noel Buxton came out of the First World War. His family was
Truman's Beers. He became a pacifist, some people said he felt so guilty about the origin
of his money, he went for temperance, that he endowed this trust. The trustees decided
in this particular year that they would found a bursary for international relations. | held it
the first time. The second person who held it was a close friend of mine, Adam Roberts,
later had a named-chair at Oxford and just got his knighthood last year. Fine human being.
Adam came out of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), a unilateral disarmer,
but he decided that, if you're going to do something about these nuclear weapons you're
going against, you'd better learn something about them. So he got himself educated and
went in a different direction. He's one of the outstanding people in this business. Anne
Bohm was an extraordinary woman. She was a Jewish refugee from Germany in the
'30s. Through a sequence of events, she ended up at the LSE and went with it when it
was moved to Cambridge for the war, and she got involved with some of the real greats,
including the man who was both a University of Chicago economist and LSE teacher,
one of the world's leading economists. He was probably there when you were there,
Lionel Robbins. He was later chairman of the Financial Times. Anne ran the graduate
school at LSE virtually by herself, with one assistant. She was one of the highest energy,
most active minds, most effective people I've ever met. As | say, she took me under her
wing, and she is 91 years old now [at the time of the interview] and we continue to be
fast friends. She was one of these people who got people out of Germany, got them jobs,
rescued a lot of people. Not just helping German Jews get out, but also others, and also
got people jobs so they could be productive in their new lives. I'm a student of the Second
World War. These experiences have shaped my life in terms of “never again.”

Q: This is of course the cornerstone of what we did with the Marshall Plan and everything,
basically to keep the fractioned Germans from going at each other.
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HUNTER: People don't understand. The European Union as it's now called was created in
order to prevent Germany from going to war again.

Q: | get a little disturbed when | see some of our present foreign policy.

HUNTER: My whole career has been based upon doing the things that will prevent having
another Second World War or anything like that. Being a student of it, starting off as a
child during the war — greatly removed, obviously, as an American — but there was a
munitions plant, my father worked on this thing called a “war.” | remember being told about
the bomb being dropped, | remember V-E Day, | remember V-J Day, and later being told
about the killing of this man Gandhi, my mother told me about it, and how it was a great
tragedy.

Q: I'm trying to do this in segments. | was wondering, you took this next scholarship and
this lasted until when at the LSE?

HUNTER: It was good for three years — two years and renewable for a third — and then
| went “on the economy.” That was after a break of nearly a year when | was back here.

| taught at LSE for two years at the end, but in between | lived hand-to-mouth on what
little I could earn from lecturing and broadcasting. | did an awful lot of public speaking

at miniscule fees, here and there all over the United Kingdom, and a couple of times in
Ireland. | found that | could live without structure and could live without a job. There were
times | would go have breakfast someplace, John's “Cafe” on Lamb's Conduit Street, and
have to think about whether | could spend the extra sixpence for a second cup of tea, that
kind of thing. | was always right on the edge. | did a lot of other things, too, in my London
years. In the summer of '63, | worked for the Polaris Project again in London. We'd had
the Nassau Agreement in which the US agreed to sell Polaris missiles to Britain, and they
created a small US Navy office in the Admiralty. If you turn around, you'll look right there,
there's a photograph of the office in the Admiralty. There's a statue of Captain Cook in
front of it, right by Admiralty Arch, just where that white van is. We had a little four-person
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office, it was a Navy captain, a gruff Supply Corps office named Phil Rollins, as fine an
officer as you will ever meet, and me and a secretary and a civil servant, teaching the Brits
about this system they were getting, so | spent that summer with the Royal Navy. It was
fantastic. | got a US civil servant's salary and access to the PX, so | was living a wonderful
life.

Then, the next year, '64, | decided | would like to work again for the Polaris Project with the
US Navy at the Admiralty, but they didn't have room. | said to myself, “Well, maybe | can
go back and work in the Pentagon or something like that.” | tried that, and got turned down
for an internship at the Pentagon, so | said, “What the hell, I'll go home anyway, and spend
a summer and see what | can find.” | came back and roomed with a couple of friends of
mine here, because | hadn't been back for two years, time to renew one's roots. One of
the things — you've lived abroad as a Foreign Service Officer, so you understand that —
when you get immersed in another culture, you've got to keep coming back home, and
you've got to keep relating the two cultures to one another, because one thing about other
cultures is that, for most people, they are very compelling. That's why they're cultures.

If you live in the culture as | did in England and you get immersed in it, you start picking
up certain aspects of identity. Then you come back and you relate to being an American,
then going back, there's a huge shock going each way. Eventually, you integrate all this

to great benefit. That's what foreign services are all about, to be able to interpret the

world to us and us to the world, because Foreign Service Officers have a capacity to

see the two things. That's why it's a greatly underrated profession. Anyway, about the

first of May 1964, | read about a visiting scholar at Wesleyan who'd been there for a

year, my senior year, writing a book, named Douglass Cater, who'd been with Reporter
magazine. His father had been the editor of a newspaper in Montgomery, Alabama, great
civil rights people. So I'd had a tutorial with Cater at Wesleyan. | read in Time magazine
that President Lyndon Johnson had asked Cater to come down to be a Special Assistant
in the White House, to run education and other things for him. So | said, what the hell,

he'd be an interesting guy to work for. So | wrote to a professor I'd had in the Wesleyan
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Government Department, Joe Palamountain. He'd gone off to be president of Skidmore,
and | wrote, “Do you think this guy Douglass Cater might be interested in my services?” |
came back to Washington, rooming with these friends and looking for a job, and somebody
forwarded a letter to me, it was from Palamountain. It was a copy of a letter that he'd sent
to Cater, and the response from Cater saying to have me give him a call. So | called up
the office and | went to see Doug Cater, beginning of July 1964. Two weeks later, | was
working at the White House. Spent just about a year there.

[End session]
[Begin session]

Q: Today is the 19th of September, 2005, after a certain hiatus between interviews. So
we're in 1964, and you got hired by the White House. Doing what?

HUNTER: Douglass Cater was hired by Johnson to work on health, education, welfare,
labor, which were kind of a block of issues, plus some foreign policy. But he was the point
man on education. In those days, the White House was a very small place. There were
something like seven Special Assistants to the President and each of them, except for the
National Security Advisor, had one deputy or assistant, whatever it was, and | was the one
for this one person. This was before the inflation in the size of the White House staff, and
also grade inflation. It's like in banks, today, every teller is a vice president. In those days,
there were, as | say, just seven Special Assistants. Now, of course, you can go three or
four grades down and people are Special Assistants to the President, even if they never
see him. So the job was essentially to do everything that was required to help one of the
top people to the President do his job.

Q: You were in the White House when to when? '64 to...

HUNTER: From July '64 to May '65.
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Q: Education was a priority of Johnson's. He'd been a teacher at one point in a rural
school. What were you doing? What was your and Mr. Cater doing?

HUNTER: It's S. Douglass Cater, Junior. He had been the Washington correspondent for
Reporter magazine, he was a founder of the National Students' Association and lots of
other things, he was a very distinguished journalist. He had a great belief in education,
and Johnson had it as well. Cater was one of the key people in what became the Great
Society. So this was doing everything that one would do at the White House, from
overseeing the answering of miscellaneous mail to the President, that is, mail that didn't
get routed around to specific issue area, would all end up on Cater's desk. | would do form
letter answers, and once in a while we'd answer a letter directly. Quite a few of those. In
fact, one of the things I instituted, I'd lived in England and had learned about the concept
of Ombudsman, which was totally foreign in America at that point. So | suggested to
Cater, and he agreed, that the President needed an Ombudsman. Somebody who would
get involved when citizens wrote in and there were problems with the government, so
there was some way of actually getting something done at the White House level on a
systematic basis for ordinary people with a problem. That led to a position with a less
Swedish name, the creation of the job of Assistant to the President for Correspondence.
Somebody who was supposed to ride herd on this mammoth amount of mail that came
to the White House — it was then about 100,000 pieces a week, now it's much higher

— to try to increase the interaction between the presidency and the average person. So
that was one of the things. | initiated a project to get White House papers published once
a week, in a standard format. The project got taken to completion by my successor, Erv
Duggan, and they got stapled together and became the annual compilation of presidential
papers, you still see them with every president ever since. | wrote some speeches. Sitting
behind you on the wall is the first one | ever wrote, July 24, 1964. Cater gave me some
stuff to re-write from the Agriculture Department. | didn't know what it was for and | put

it in proper English and shortened it by about two-thirds. He ran out the door with it, and
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20 minutes later | saw the President reading my stuff on television. So that was a heady
experience.

Helping to work on the Presidential campaign, even though it was technically illegal, but
we did it anyway in the White House. Went to Atlantic City for the Democratic Convention,
one of 7 or 8 I've been to, and worked 18-hour days for a week. Johnson took no chances.
He didn't want any speeches given at the Convention that weren't “on message,” as the
saying would be, today, and so there were five of us who wrote or re-wrote all but the

top five or six speeches at the Convention, to make sure they were on message. Totally
controlled.

Q: Did you get involved in the delegate battle from Mississippi?

HUNTER: Not me personally. That was high politics. We were doing the speeches, and
| was in charge, among other things, of acquainting various speakers with the magic

of a new thing called the TelePrompTer, to make sure that their speeches got on the
TelePrompTer after we'd written them, and they could stand up there and the podium
would be the right height and they could do their job. At one point during the convention,
| had to go out and find Hubert Humphrey's hairdresser, to make sure that his hair was
going to be in place when he gave his vice presidential acceptance speech. So | was
really in the White House doing all the things that one would do to help somebody be
effective. Like before every press conference, Cater would say to me, “Think about
what the questions are the President is likely to get.” So when they had these meetings
with the President, which | did not attend, they'd be able to walk him through what the
likely questions were. | found | got at least 90% of them, because journalists then and
now ask very predictable things. They look at what's in the morning news and ask the
President that. There were only a handful of journalists who ever would ask him off-the-
wall questions. One of whom was Sarah McClendon, who was very famous. She would
always ask some really screwball question about something happening way down in the
bureaucracy, and the President and Vice President would do this occasionally, when
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they got in a tough spot, call on Sarah, so she'd ask some kind of screwball question.
Everybody'd laugh, the President would say, “Well, I'll look into that, Sarah, but | don't
know anything about it.” That would break the mood. But for the rest of them, it was very
predictable. We put together a campaign book for Johnson based on his speeches. Cater
edited it. Bill Moyers made sure it was precisely right: a young, 27 year-old genius who
was close to Johnson.

Q: How old were you at the time?

HUNTER: | was 24. My one contribution to the President's campaign book — in addition
to the chapter on education - the book was all taken from Johnson's speeches, cut and
paste, and then editing the result — was to think up the title, which was My Hope for
America, which | did by.... if you're going to be a speechwriter, and I've written speeches
now for lots of people over 40 years, is you've got to get inside their skin, inside their
cadence. With Johnson it was, “Mah Hope fur 'Murika” (My hope for America), that's
how you do it. So we got that out. It was constantly working with the opinion polls and
deciding what the right themes would be for the President, and making sure the local color
was got right, and helping, through Cater, when Johnson would be traveling and giving
speeches. Just a thousand things that you do in a White House. | was also a member of
Liz Carpenter's joke-writing group.

One time, | remember, Johnson was going down to El Paso to meet the President of
Mexico. Cater asked me to do a memo for the president on the “screw-worm eradication
program.” That was a way to get rid of a cattle parasite, both in the US and Mexico. | made
myself into an expert, drew on all the resources of the government. Wrote 8 pages; | can't
remember if | did a summary, | hope | did. It went to Johnson. After the visit, | learned
there was someone who knew as much about the screw-work eradication program as
anybody else in the world, and a lot more than | would ever know. A cattle rancher from
Texas named Lyndon Baines Johnson! | guessed | wasn't such an expert after all!
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Q: From '64 to '65 Vietnam wasn't an overriding issue was it, at the time?

HUNTER: | recall being in the White House on the third or fifth or whatever it was of
August 1964, when we got the news of the attack by the North Viethamese on the USS.
Maddox and the USS. Turner Joy. Johnson, of course, gave his major speech and sent up
the Tonkin Gulf Resolution to the Congress.

Q: Sponsored by Senator Fulbright

HUNTER: Who years later said he was misled which was just — | had a lot of respect
for him — but that was fundamentally dishonest, his statement on that. The Resolution
passed the Senate 98 to 2, and the two who voted against it, Morse and Gruening, were
defeated at the next elections. It passed overwhelmingly in the House. The Tonkin Gulf
Resolution was written about a month before the Tonkin Gulf.

Q: That sounds a little bit like the trigger is cocked.

HUNTER: | had already read it back in July. They were waiting for an incident. Well, that
was the national mood. We did turn around on it later on as a nation, and | think a lot of
us can look back and say that this was a mistake. But at the time, that was the way the
nation was going. This started slightly under Eisenhower, it picked up a lot of steam under
Kennedy. | don't believe that, if Kennedy had been re-elected, he would have gone the
other way, if he'd not been assassinated. Johnson was going along to a great extent with
the national mood. Also following the lead of a bunch of Kennedy appointees in foreign
policy. They were all Kennedy people, Rusk, McNamara, the Bundy brothers, Rostow.

Q: Was Jimmy Jones there at the time?

HUNTER: Jim Jones was there, yeah.
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Q: Because | interviewed him. He was another young guy. This was a very young White
House, wasn't it?

HUNTER: Yeah. Of course, Jim went on and did wonderful things. Being in the Congress,
head of the Budget Committee. | guess he was Ambassador to Mexico. Very distinguished
individual.

Q: He was talking about he was in his very early 20s preparing the reading for the
president at night.

HUNTER: We all did that. It was because we were a very small White House. No interns.
None of us were interns. We were there as regular full-time people. It was a heady
experience, an awful lot of responsibility. You learned very quickly that, if you called up
somebody, anywhere in the government, and you said “This is the White House,” you
got instant respect, and one had to use that with great care. The temptation for a lot of
people to abuse it would be there. But there were a lot of extraordinarily fine people in
the government. | had the good fortune to meet a lot of them, and a lot also outside the
government. Adam Yarmolinsky, who became a life-long friend, was supposed to be

a top official in the poverty program, but some southerners in Congress were going to
defeat the program if Adam was in it, he'd worked against segregation when he was in
McNamara's Pentagon, so he got sacrificed. Cater found a place for him in the White
House. And Brooks Hays was someone there | got to know, an Arkansas congressman
who got defeated because he supported desegregating the Little Rock High School in the
late '50s. Phil Geyelin of the Wall Street Journal, later the Washington Post, one of the
best journalists this town has had for a long time. One of the things about getting older,
you remember people you knew who now have buildings named after them, like Wilbur
Cohen. A whole series of extraordinarily able people. Maybe | was a little na#ve to think
it, since I've seen more later, but these were people who really put the job first, put the
country first, put serving the President first, who was doing good things. You can get a
sense of this if you listen on C-SPAN to the Johnson audio tapes. You get a sense that
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here was a real president who really cared, who took a lot of risks, who never forgot where
he came from. Despite Vietham being a national tragedy, this man did extraordinary things
for the country, and | was pleased to have a chance to play a small role in it, and Cater,
remember, shepherded all the great education legislation, at the time that | was there. The
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Higher Education Act. You name it, all the
groundwork of today's government engagement in education was all put together then.

Q: At that time you didn't feel that there was as today sort of guidance of political
manipulating, image-making, and all that? Was it let Johnson be Johnson? | suppose
nobody let him be anything, he just took over.

HUNTER: People didn't think about spin in those days. Put the best face, you're trying

to sell a policy. But they were real policies doing real things for real people that we were
doing, as opposed to blue smoke and mirrors and shovel the money out the door to your
cronies. Johnson had this one guy, Bobby Baker, who somehow got in trouble, and he
had to let him go. But what Baker did is a dime-a-dozen today. | recall what happened
with Jimmy Carter and Burt Lance and Lance had to go. What he did is like getting a traffic
ticket today.

Q: What about the media? Here you are, very small group of people. | would think the
media would be all over you to find out what's happening.

HUNTER: Oh sure, | did some interaction, but mostly it was Cater's and he was a pro.

But he wasn't out there selling sizzle, he was out there selling steak, because it was a
huge steak, spelled both ways - steak and stake — especially in terms of education. |
remember for example, at the Convention, he sat down, | was there in the room, with four
or five journalists, AP and the Washington Post and the New York Times, whatever they
were, outlining what Johnson was going to talk about at the Convention and what he was
trying to do with this thing that he hadn't even yet inaugurated the term, Great Society,
and Cater in very slow cadences and very precise was laying out the agenda that Johnson
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was pursuing, and he was 100% accurate. He wasn't selling you something, he was trying
to help build public support for things that were actually going to be done, not to try to
mislead people. There were too many real things to sell than to try to go out and mislead
people.

Q: Did you have any run-in with foreign policy?

HUNTER: One of Cater's responsibilities was to have a watching brief on foreign affairs.
For example, | wrote the speech that Johnson gave to the International Atomic Energy
Agency annual review meeting, working with a member of Bundy's staff, Chuck Johnson

| think it was; and Cater looked at a few things here and there, including writing some
memos to the president on Vietnam, but McGeorge Bundy, who was a deeply competitive
person, cut him off at the knees. Anything Cater proposed, Mac Bundy opposed.

Q: Was it egotism?

HUNTER: Egotism and control. In fact, of all the people | worked with or saw in the White
House, Bundy was | think the worst in terms of competitiveness and ruthlessness towards
colleagues. You can hear this if you listen to the Johnson tapes. He was not a man of
great distinction, in my judgment. He was not a person who was genuinely committed to
helping the President succeed, rather than to promote his own position. None of the rest of
them were like that. Jack Valenti and Marvin Watson and Bill Moyers and Doug Cater and
Horace Busby. Most of them might have been Texans, and some of them chewed gum
and too much sen sen and that sort of thing. But, by God, they were big people. Big people
in terms of the country.

Q: Bundy, he was obviously a Harvard person.
HUNTER: He was a peacock.

Q: Was he sort of carrying the Kennedy torch, or was it more just his own torch?
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HUNTER: | have no idea, he was really himself. He was a man of huge ego, didn't

have much foreign policy background. | don't think he was a very reflective person. It's
interesting, you had many more reflective people thinking about what the best thing was
for the country, rather than just self-promotion. This was not just hindsight. Francis Keppel,
for example, who was the Commissioner of Education, which then later became a cabinet
post, but at the time it wasn't playing an instrumental role. | remember the day in the

East Room when the President was going to sign, | think, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, the great piece of legislation. Everybody was gathered in the East Room,
and Johnson was about to come in. | was wandering around and | found Frank Keppel
standing in the back of the room, self-effacing. | grabbed him by the elbow and | said,
“This is your moment,” and | had to frog-march him to the front of the audience to sit him
down in front of the President. Because instead of, like today, everybody elbowing to see
who can get on camera, he was just kind of “Done my job, now, and now it's somebody
else's turn,” and | had to make sure that he got himself a little bit of the spotlight. He had it
coming. That wouldn't happen, today. See, these were big people.

Q: Robert Kennedy was attorney general at that time wasn't he? Did you get any feel
about the tension?

HUNTER: No. | met Robert Kennedy a couple of times, and obviously there was an
atmosphere. One knew what was going on, and | remember the day everybody had

a chuckle as Johnson played the game of who was going to be the vice presidential
nominee, and he said he wasn't going to let anybody in his cabinet be Vice President.
Everybody knew who that was directed at. Incidentally, at that level, being assistant to

a Special Assistant you don't see everything, but I've always felt that this Johnson thing

for Bobby Kennedy a lot of historians have grossly exaggerated. Way out of proportion.

| know somebody recently gave me a book he'd written, that claimed that this was the
determining influence in Johnson's presidency. That's nonsense. There may be something
there, and I'll let other people, those who were present, say their piece, but Johnson wasn't
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mesmerized by the Kennedy era or Bobby Kennedy. Not in terms of everything | saw, he
was getting on with the job of governing. But people like saying thinks like that. It makes
a ball game. There's a lot of fun in doing that. But look at Arthur Schlesinger, for example.
He had been one of the Kennedy people. He was there helping Johnson, day in and

day out, to do what Johnson wanted done. There wasn't any sense that he was there to
sabotage him in the interest of a competition or someone else's legacy.

Q: Were there any key senators or congress people that you were sort of in contact with,
or was that not your job?

HUNTER: Not directly, but | did rub elbows with them and see them a lot. Gene McCarthy
came to see Cater once in a while, when he was campaigning to be Johnson's running
mate in '64 - I'm convinced that his not getting the nod was a major reason for his

running against Johnson in '68, especially because Johnson chose another senator from
Minnesota. Edith Green, who worked hard to get the Higher Education Act. There was Carl
Perkins from Kentucky, number two Democrat on the Education and Labor Committee. We
had Adam Clayton Powell, chairman of that committee, who was, | think, one of the big
people we had in the Congress, flamboyant, and they got him eventually. He was uppity,
and the town went against him. A lot of people that happens to in this town. Washington is
wonderful, but if you're in trouble, it's a pretty cruel place. It goes with being in the kitchen.
Emanuel Celler, chairman of the Judiciary Committee, all kinds of people on the Senate
side, the big people on the Senate side, health, education, welfare, labor. Both parties.

Q: Did you find that essentially Congress was going along with the whole idea?

HUNTER: Absolutely. Part of it was a series of factors. One, Johnson very effectively
used the legacy of John Kennedy. Kennedy started a lot of things going, but he hadn't
been very effective, politically. In fact, the reason he was in Texas the day he was shot
was because he was worried about re-election in 1964. Like it or not, Kennedy and
Johnson were a kind of a partnership. In fact, | had published an article when | was at
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LSE, about four months earlier, about what | called the strange partnership: that Kennedy
had the ideas and Johnson had the ability to put them into law. That article helped get

me the job at the White House, and, frankly, it still stands up, 40 some-odd years later.

So Johnson did that. Also, there was the nature of the times, the US had a lot of money,
there was the pent-up demand, there was a sense that something had to be done in the
country. | was able to play a small role in that period, a time | have never seen since, a
period of creativity about things to do in society. You get a lot of it now with NGOs (non-
governmental organizations), but you have never had it in politics to the same degree, not
in either party since then. The creativity that led to Head Start, that led to all the education
bills, that led to Medicare, led to environmental laws, boom boom boom, job training, just
area after area, there was a ferment then in the country, not limited to one party. There
was the Republican Ripon Society, and a lot of great and dedicated Republicans, and one
| was fortunate to know his whole career in Congress, Mac Mathias. | wrote his maiden
speech in the Senate in '69, on arms control. There was a ferment about doing things for
this country that has never come back. A casualty of Vietham and a casualty of Reagan
and other things.

Q: '65, where did you go?

HUNTER: | went back to the London School of Economics in May '65 and spent another
four years there.

Q: What were you doing there?

HUNTER: | was writing a thesis on the origins of the NATO (North American Treaty
Organization) alliance and lots of other things. | did a lot of lecturing, especially for USIS,
sadly - tragically? - no longer in existence, killed off by Jesse Helms, as part of a deal with
Secretary Albright to get the US to pay its dues to the United Nations. Not a good swap,
in my judgment. Including talks in funny places like the Wandsworth Prison Sportsmens'
Club, the Workers' Educational Association, lots of British military bases. Conducted
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student tours across Europe to the Soviet Union, across it, and on to Japan — | climbed
Mt. Fuiji. | was involved at the Institute for Strategic Studies and worked with Michael
Howard, to help him write what was for a long time the standard study of the Six-Day War.
| wrote a lot on the Middle East, lectured all over the country and elsewhere, especially
Germany. Did an awful lot of things to earn a living, because | had to pay my way through
graduate school. | taught for two years at the London School of Economics, strategic
studies, NATO, Middle East, mostly. The last included teaching a course on great powers
in the Middle East. One young Iranian student, a diplomat in their embassy, doing a
Masters part time, easily the smartest person in the class. Met up with her, again, by
accident, 7 years later, and we have been married since 1980!

Q: This is four years, this moves you up into '69.
HUNTER: In '68, | came back and worked on the Humphrey campaign.

Q: Let's talk about the time you were in the UK (United Kingdom). Was there a growing
anti-American movement? Or was it anti-Vietham? Did you see things changing?

HUNTER: There was a lot of skepticism about Vietnam. Part of that was — and, of course,
it was different in various parts of the society — part of that was concern that the United
States was going in a bad direction and that would take away from American engagement
in Europe. Of course, there were widespread debates there as elsewhere. Another

book to write | guess. There was a combination of opposition to Vietham, along with a
mimicking of the American radical movement and the American societal transformation.
One of the things is that we were going through this period of, | don't know how many
different elements. The racial transformation, the role of government in society to give
people opportunities, the freeing up of the first of the sexual revolutions, and the musical
revolution... all of these things were happening at the same time, and then Vietnham.

Q: It was called the Sixties Syndrome, kind of.
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HUNTER: Whatever you want to call it, and all of it was good except Vietham, where the
problem in terms of tragedy for our country, in addition to a lot of people dying, which was
bad enough, was that the white middle class, which really fueled the Great Society, moved
away from the Great Society and from racial issues to take care of their own kids, who
were vulnerable to going off and being killed. That's a major reason I'm convinced that
Martin Luther King became so anti-war. Not only that blacks were dying disproportionately,
but that his constituency was disappearing. They could say the Great Society disappeared,
even though ironically, Nixon carried it on. Nixon carried on the Great Society. Put up more
money than even Johnson had. It was only well after Nixon, when we got to Reagan, that
the whole thing collapsed.

Q: At the London School did you find, | mean, this is one of the producers of | suppose of
what the British call the chattering class.

HUNTER: In my case, at least, out of necessity!

Q: Did you find that within intellectual groups there was a strong anti-American feeling? In
France there always has been this with the intellectuals.

HUNTER: In Britain, no. Not at all. Sure, there were, | suspect, in some of the academics
who were like that always, but there wasn't anti-Americanism, there was concern about
what we were doing in Vietham. There had been a negative attitude towards Johnson
because he was a country bumpkin, but there was a lot of respect, and he was compared
to what Kennedy had been. | have to tell you, even Kennedy hadn't been that popular in
England before the assassination. | was there during the Cuban Missile Crisis, and the
popular view was that America was screwing things up, and it was only when Khrushchev
admitted what he'd done that it flipped over. When Kennedy died, there was a tremendous
outpouring of affection, and | thought at the time that it was even more so because

there were the memories of how they had not trusted Kennedy and blamed him for the
Cuban Missile Crisis, until the Khrushchev statement. But here along comes Johnson,
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and the only film they had on television was something shot by a local station, down in
Texas, of Johnson riding up on his horse and getting off and pushing his hat back and
saying something to the camera for his local constituents. By God, here's this cowboy.

But they began to learn that, even though they didn't like Vietnam, this guy was really
accomplishing things for American society. Of course, they looked down their noses a little
bit at us — this was the time when the argument was that they needed to be Athens to our
Rome! — but it wasn't anti-American, as such. Anti-Vietnam, not anti-American.

Q: Were you looking at British society because, and this is Margaret Thatcher talk, the.
British economic model didn't seem to be working very well, or how was it at the time?

HUNTER: They had a lot of economic problems, and still had the class system, which was
slowly being broken down. It's dramatic in the last few years what has happened. Back
then, they were still paying for the war. You could go around London in the early '60s and,
even in the street where | lived, it was gap-toothed. You'd walk along and here would be

a building that had been bombed in 1940 and still hadn't been replaced. They were still
digging their way out from under in 1945, '46, but, as part of the price of US financial aid at
the end of the war, we required them to make the pound convertible, and they lost billions
and billions of pounds within 24 hours. Bad US economic policies. They were doing an
awful lot of things, then, moving in the right direction. One thing, they valued education
then far more highly than British society does now. Margaret Thatcher ruined the British
educational system, particularly the higher educational system, by totally devaluing it.

Yes, they've advanced economically, but | wonder whether the price of Thatcher-ism

and Blair-ism — Blair is just a Thatcher in different clothing — whether in terms of the
quality of British society, it's been worth it. I'll let somebody who lives there judge that.

| had the good fortune, since I'd been a Fulbright, of having doors open to everything. |
was in seminars and meetings with high quality people. For example, the LSE used to
have these evening seminars on economics and security with some of the greats in the
profession, like Alastair Buchan, and | was the rapporteur, doing reports on the meetings.

| was in a meeting this last weekend in Geneva, and there were two very senior retired
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British diplomats there who were in the seminars 40 years ago. Later, they played a major
part in building some of the central UK foreign policies. Some of these seminars were on
European Union relations, then it was the European Economic Community, at the time

of Britain trying to go in and not succeeding at that point. These meetings were held in

a room named for Graham Wallas — ironically, the guy who coined the phrase “great
society” fifty years before Johnson used it. So | had the good fortune of being dropped in
the deep end of a very important pool and having access to things.

Also, as an American in Britain, you were outside the class system, so you could go
anywhere you wanted and, as soon as you opened your mouth, you were recognized as
an American, you weren't upper class, middle class, working class. You could go into the
working class part of the pub, where no middle class Englishman could go, and then you
could go around and go into the Private Bar, the Lounge. The pubs were segregated. The
Public Bar was for working class, and the Private Bar or Lounge was for middle class. That
was it. The beer was cheaper in the Public Bar. Literally. It would be on the same counter
with a glass partition and it would be tuppence less to get a pint on one side than on the
other. That happens here, too, you know. We are in the process of creating a class system
in the United States that we didn't have before.

Q: I remember in the Foreign Service when | called up a British embassy you could almost
tell what type of job the person had by their accent.

HUNTER: Of course. The civil service there had three grades: Administrative, which
strikingly is actually the top level, and the bottom was Clerical, and the middle one was
Executive. It was done by class. If you got a first at Oxford or Cambridge, you could
compete for the Administrative grade, and once you entered you were frozen for life. The
day you entered you were frozen in that class for life. You couldn't migrate from Executive
to Administrative.

Q: It's a different world.
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HUNTER: As | said, we are heading in that direction, we are heading toward a class
system here much more intensely, and it's tragic.

Q: Money differences, educational differences.

HUNTER: Which go together. The manner in which the American public school has been
depressed by people who are sending their kids to private school in order to guarantee
that they can have the access to privilege in the next generation. Reagan set out to do
that, this current administration [George W. Bush] is doing that with abandon. “No child left
behind” as long as his parents are wealthy, even reasonably wealthy.

Q: Let's move to '68. How did you get involved in the Humphrey campaign?

HUNTER: I'd been involved with all the Humphrey people in the Johnson White House.
After he became Vice President | wrote a speech for Humphrey, one speech in which

| coined a phrase which he used for a long time. He said, “We're not trying to create a
welfare state, we're trying to create a state of opportunity.” Great man, Humphrey. | got in
touch with the people | knew who were working on his campaign, and they said, “Come
on back,” and so | was one of Humphrey's chief speechwriters for five months in the

'68 campaign. Six or seven of us wrote his speeches, to the extent that anybody wrote
Humphrey's speeches.

Q: I was going to say, he had a tendency...

HUNTER: He always had a speech text that we had written and put out as a press
release, and Humphrey would do a variation on themes of what was in front of him. But he
had standard things. He was a man who genuinely cared about the country. Don't see his
like nowadays. Except Ted Kennedy.

Q: How did you find the campaign? Because Robert Kennedy was on the other side and |
guess...
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HUNTER: He was dead by the time | came back to Washington.
Q: So you weren't there for the nomination.

HUNTER: | came back at the end of June, plunged right into the domestic side of the
speechwriting. Worked a lot on the task forces, which every campaign has. | remember
doing the report for one of them, on crime, which was headed by James Q. Wilson. Well,

| wrote it up, and we had something like 78 proposals. Good, solid stuff. Then | reduced it
to a text and a speech for Humphrey, which still had a lot of ideas in it. Then Nixon gave

a speech on crime, and it had only 4 ideas, and none of them were very good, but that's
what the media covered! This was a good object lesson in practical politics. Keep it simple!
| was in Chicago with the Humphrey team at the Convention and then all the way through
Election Day. So | was part of the team. It's very intense. You come in and the first day
you're there, you're already doing stuff.

Q: How were the events in Chicago, particularly outside the convention center. What was
the viewpoint from where you were?

HUNTER: Some of us, we predicted it. Three of us in the campaign - myself, Tedson
Myers, and Arthur Morse, who wrote While Six Million Died — wrote a memo to Larry
O'Brien, who was running the campaign, two weeks beforehand, that said look, seeing
what has just happened down in Miami at the Republican Convention, the way the media
Is scratching, and the fact that the media were, as a class, particularly television people,
angry over the fact that the Democrats wouldn't hold their convention in the same place
as the Republicans, so they wouldn't have to move their cameras, we knew that we were
set up. Reading the tabloids, and Time, Newsweek, and all, we had a sense that there
was going to be trouble in Chicago, and we saw it coming. Not just that anything that
happened was going to be magnified by the media, but that there was going to be trouble
at the Convention. In fact, | wrote two weeks before the convention a couple of paragraphs
to be inserted into Humphrey's acceptance speech in the event of a riot. What we didn't
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calculate on was that the rioting was going to be done by the police and not by the kids.
One of the recommendations we made that was not followed was that there should be
hundreds and hundreds of well-trained, unarmed, plainclothes policemen just wandering
around. Instead we got the opposite. As Tom Wicker, | think it was, pointed out, it was a
class war. It was the relatively well-to do white kids coming from around the country versus
a bunch of working class cops, and [Mayor Dick] Daley didn't restrain them and they lost
their heads. A group of us speechwriters were out to dinner at the time, we came back and
smelled the teargas, so we didn't even see the actual rioting, even though it was in front

of the hotel, we were at the Conrad Hilton. But yeah, and Humphrey never caught up after
that. There's more, but I'll save it for my memoirs.

Q: During this time, how was Nixon viewed?

HUNTER: He was the enemy. We saw him as a dark shadow. In fact, | tried to get
Humphrey to use a line from the old radio program, The Shadow: “Who knows what evil
lurks in the hearts of men?” He wouldn't do it. But | did get him to call Nixon “the Shadow.”
He did do that. | wrote a lot of the negative material on Nixon. We just thought that was
going to be the end of the world if Nixon ever got in, etcetera. Of course, you look back
and you say, despite all the feelings, Nixon actually did more domestically for the country
than any of his Republican successors, particularly Reagan and this person we have
now. Nixon was a relative giant in terms of doing things. But other things, | remember, for
example, we got the evidence that Nixon had seen a psychiatrist, and | kept it from being
used. | said: “Look, that's the best thing | ever heard about him. Don't touch it.” We just
didn't do it, left it alone.

Q: I didn't catch that.

HUNTER: During the campaign. Well, it came out that Nixon, and in fact Nixon later
denied it, but Nixon had visited a psychiatrist at some point. Those were the days when
you were highly stigmatized if you did so. | prevented the campaign from using that. |
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said “No, come on, that's the best thing | ever heard about him, leave it alone.” They left
it alone. We didn't play dirty tricks. We had Dick Tuck who played his little games, but
otherwise we didn't play tricks.

Q: After the election when Nixon won, it was a very close race.

HUNTER: | remember. | was in Minneapolis with Humphrey the night of the election. We
were a very small, close-knit team.

Q: What was your impression of Humphrey as a person.

HUNTER: The most important thing to say about him, he was a real human being, with
all the strengths and all the weaknesses, just about, it is possible to have. But basically
emphasized the strengths. He was a huge human being. He liked people. He wanted

to do things for his country. | divide people and politics into two categories. It's not rigid
categories, because some people are both. The “be” people and the “do” people. Some
people say “l want to be President, | want to be Secretary of State.” But ask them: “What
are you going to do when you get there?” If they're honest, they will say: “I don't know,

I'll get there, but | want to be it. | want to have it on my resume.” Like the last line of “The
Candidate,” the Robert Redford film about a long-shot who gets elected to the Senate,
when he says, “What do we do now?” That was a real incident, incidentally, about a
California Senator. There are other people who are “do” people. “I want to get something
accomplished, and | need to be President in order to get it accomplished. | need to be
Secretary of State to get it accomplished,” that kind of thing. Humphrey was deeply

into the “do” category. Ted Kennedy is deeply into the “do” category. | know too many
people nowadays who look at it in terms of “I want the job” kind of thing. One of the best
anecdotes to demonstrate that is just before Humphrey died — Mondale's great line at the
ceremony in the Capitol Rotunda, “Humphrey taught us how to live and then he taught us
how to die” — there was a tribute to him in the Mayflower Hotel, here, just before he died,
and all the Humphrey people and lots of others from Washington were there. Humphrey
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was out in Waverley, and there was a hook-up. In those days, it was pretty primitive, and
he was going to talk on the telephone and it would be broadcast to the audience, but after
about the first 10 seconds, the feedback to him went dead, so he had no idea if anybody
was listening or not, and he was saying : “I don't know if anybody can hear me.” Then

he went on, and this is a week before he died, and he was talking about education, he
was talking about youth, he was talking about opportunity, he was talking about the next
generation, and other things absolutely central to building the country. The guy's about to
die, he didn't even know if anybody was hearing him, but this is the kind of person he was.
I've known two or three people like that who, right up until the moment they expired, were
carrying on with good works. He was a very big person. For a speechwriter he would be
frustrating, of course. You never knew what he was going to say next.

Q: Looking back on the campaign, did you and others involved think, “Gee if we'd only
done this or that?”

HUNTER: One thing that everybody had concerns about was the war, and very often
things become symbolic or symptomatic, and you know at the time that they take on a
coloration. Do you take a position on X and that tells you about Y? Even though that

may not be true, it gets set up that way. The thing that became the touchstone, the
symbolic issue, was whether Humphrey would give a speech for a bombing pause, or a
bombing halt, | can't remember which one. Humphrey did give a speech on the 30th of
September in Salt Lake City, which was fought over in the campaign, and we all worked on
it. Johnson didn't like it. Johnson had earlier turned against Humphrey, and in my strong
positive feelings for Johnson, | had very strong negative feelings, because he turned
against Humphrey. It was obvious to us he probably preferred Nixon's getting elected

in terms of his own legacy. He didn't do anything to help Humphrey. There were some
humiliating moments, and in fact Johnson was so concerned about Vietnam, he indicated
to Humphrey that if Humphrey didn't stick with the straight and narrow, he, Johnson,
would actively work against him. | know what I'm talking about, it's well-established, and

| talked with Humphrey later about it. He didn't completely break free of that, even with
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the Salt Lake City speech. Well, everybody says he should have broken free, but he
would have paid a heavy price for it, he probably would have lost even bigger because
of what Johnson was going to do to him, because this mattered to Johnson because of
what was happening to him. Nobody, in looking back 40 years who didn't go through it,
would probably understand what was going on at that point. As Johnson saw what he
tried to do domestically for the country going down the drain. He didn't want to be the first
president to lose a war on top of it, and the way he was pilloried every day, etcetera. But
one of the things | played a role in that finally turned Johnson around is that Nixon gave
a speech in which he alleged there was a “security gap,” saying there was a security gap
in the country. Well, | got advance warning of the Nixon speech, because this is a very
interesting town. Lots of people tell you things. I'd gotten an advance copy of the Nixon
speech and, as a result, was able to write a counter to it which Humphrey gave within

the same news cycle. Here comes Nixon saying, “Johnson has weakened the country in
security terms,” and there was Humphrey within the same news cycle saying, “I've heard
this, now let me tell you what we've been doing to promote the security of this country,”
boom, boom, boom, boom, boom, boom. Johnson, we were told, was so infuriated by the
Nixon speech, at that point he started helping Humphrey in fundraising and doing other
things, but by then it was too late.

Q: Did you get any feel for Humphrey attitude towards the Vietham War during the
campaign?

HUNTER: During the campaign, no, he just had to do what he had to do. | didn't deal
with him that much directly during the campaign. | got to know him very well, afterwards,
because | worked on a series of speeches for him over a two-year period. | was his
foreign policy guy and domestic policy guy when he was head of the Democratic Policy
Committee and was very close to him for quite some time. His attitude on Vietham was
really kind of how to manage the politics and get through it. | do recall at the Convention,
there was the [Eugene] McCarthy plank which became the test case. As | say, things
become test cases. | looked at it, and we had these meetings of the campaign staff, and |
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was one of two or three people who read the McCarthy plank and said “There's not much
in here, why don't we support it?” Support the damn thing. There were some outside
Humphrey supporters there, and | wasn't in a position to know what role Humphrey was
playing. These people said, “You can't possibly do that [support the McCarthy plank], this
Is a disaster, this will go against the President,” all that kind of stuff. | remember two or
three people who argued that very strongly, like Bob Nathan, who had been a leading
economist in the New Deal, and they won the point. | still believe that if Humphrey had
simply embraced the McCarthy plank, that would have had a healing effect. But he had
the specter of Johnson having threatened him. Johnson threatened what he would do to
him, clearly. | won't go into the details, here, but | heard it directly from Humphrey what
happened. There are a number of other Humphrey people who have heard similar stories,
or were told similar stories by Humphrey.

Q: After the election, this would have been November of '68 on. Then what did you do?

HUNTER: | went back to LSE, and | was then teaching at LSE and working at the Institute
for Strategic Studies, full-time both places. That year | earned $11,000. Four thousand
pounds. Which made me, in those days, upper-middle class in English society! That was
before the huge inflation. Great disparities. The pound was worth an awful lot. Everything
was cheap. | practically killed myself. | finished my Ph.D., wrote a book on NATO, did lots
of other things. Went out to the Middle East, all around, then wrote two Adelphi Papers for
the Institute for Strategic Studies on the Soviet Union in the Middle East.

Q: You were doing this how long?

HUNTER: | was two years teaching at LSE, and | finally finished my PhD. and came
back to DC in December of '69 and kicked around for a while. Worked at the Democratic
National Committee, wrote four speeches for Humphrey called the Pillsbury Lectures. It
was the 100th anniversary of the Pillsbury Company, and John Stewart and | wrote them.
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Q: And of course Humphrey's from Minneapolis.

HUNTER: In fact, these lectures still stand up. | wrote them with John Stewart, who was
Humphrey's chief domestic guy. One of the great public servants of modern American
history. He was the man who, in addition to Humphrey, more than anybody else pushed
through the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and he was the chief issues guy in the '68 Humphrey
campaign, etcetera. One of the extraordinarily dedicated, smart people who helped shape
the good things that have happened domestically in this country in the last half century. So
John got this commission from Humphrey, and he brought me in and he and I, with some
advice from a couple of other people, including my LSE friend, Philip Windsor, wrote these
four Pillsbury Lectures for him.

Q: I'd like to go back for a minute, from '67 to '69. Institute for Strategic Studies.
HUNTER: Yes, it's now called the International Institute for Strategic Studies, IISS.
Q: What was their role?

HUNTER: It was created in 1958 by essentially three people. Alastair Buchan, who had
been a journalist here in Washington for The Observer. One of the extraordinarily fine
people, with a very sharp mind, a sense of the coming issues, and a tremendous eye

for talent. He recruited some outstanding people, almost all of whom have gone on to
leading careers in strategic studies, foreign policy. Michael Howard, who ended up as
Regis Professor at Oxford — one of the highest quality military historians — and Denis
Healy, who later became Secretary of State for Defense, with Alastair created the ISS. It
was in London, just off the Strand. It was created largely to “speak truth to power,” that is,
American power. In other words, to have a place, as America's role was evolving, where
you could get people, both in and out of government, to talk honestly with one another.
The US always had a lot of government support from Britain on US foreign policy, but as
we got deeper into the Cold War, the ISS drew in people to help shape American foreign
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policy by speaking truth to power. As a result, during the '60s, the ISS did | think more
genuinely creative thinking about the world than many other places, because they weren't
hung up on the ideology. They didn't have to come out with the right answer. The right
answer didn't have to be either “be in Vietnam or be against it.” It didn't have to have, as
we were building up the Cold War doctrines and everything, the patriotic requirement to
come up with particular answers. They did extraordinary work. Not many of them are left.
Michael Howard is still around, he's in his 80s now. Denis Healy is still alive, but Buchan
died a long time ago. The IISS isn't what it used to be, because “speaking truth to power”
isn't what it sees itself as doing, anymore. There are a lot of places where that could be
useful, but it isn't done. Of course, the strategic profession now is in gross disarray. | was
fortunate to be involved with the ISS at that time. | had a lot of lucky breaks, in terms of
being able to work with, for, or observe some extraordinary human beings who had a
major creative impact on the shape of the world, domestically and foreign. I've been a very
privileged fly on the wall.

Q: Of course, one of the purposes of these oral histories is to pick up these flies on the
wall. Can you characterize the view from the Institute about the Soviet Union during this
period, particularly '68 to '70 or that era? Was it a menace?

HUNTER: Let's put it this way. There was far more analytical emphasis than political or
emotional-ideological emphasis. | mean, you've got a problem, and what do you do about
it? It's about power, it's about conflicting ideologies. It's not about manhood or fear and that
sort of thing. | won't say dispassionate, but let's say a heavy emphasis on trying to figure
out what was going on, like there were a lot of people here at RAND at the time doing that
kind of thing. One thing we in the US lack today, in 2005, it that we don't have enough
people to do that. At that time, the ISS people were part of the development of d#tente.
Not from a leftist ideological perspective, but how do you get through these problems?
How do you prevent the world from being blown up? The ISS quarterly journal, which
came out more often in those days, Alistair gave it the name Survival. If you look back at
it, extraordinary people wrote for it over the years. Survival. In other words, how do we get
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through this balance of terror, where, whatever you think about it, it has a kind of system
to it that, if you get it wrong, you blow up the world? The great and the good came through
the ISS. American people from all parts of the political spectrum saw the ISS as a place to
pass through, to be engaged with, because there were people there genuinely wrestling
with the most important questions. | was fortunate to sit there and watch it happen and
even play a small part in it.

Q: You put out that you look at the world and what you do about Survival, but who was
reading this? Where was the impact?

HUNTER: It was read by just about everybody who mattered in the strategy business. One
key publication, then and now, is The Military Balance. In fact, | have got copies of the
last several annual issues here. The ISS began early on to produce an annual publication
called The Military Balance, which went through strategic and military issues, nation by
nation, showing comparisons, showing the relationships, it had the facts and figures. For
particular reasons, it was the best source of global military data in public. It became the
Bible. Anywhere in the world, if you wanted to have a discussion about the relationship of
the militaries of one country to another, beginning with the Soviet Union and the United
States, that's the document you worked with. In fact, over the years, | used to run into a
lot of Soviets, people from the Soviet Union, who also used it, because they got better
information from the Military Balance about their own forces, you know, for research, than
they could get in their own country. Let's say there were a lot of very senior people around
who made sure it was accurate.

Q: How was the role of Great Britain at that time, because it was going down and down?
Was there concern that Great Britain was no longer a military force?

HUNTER: It was still a military force. It was a significant force on the Continent, and it had
its nuclear capacity. Until '68, the British had the major Western deployments just East
of Suez. We look back and, today, we see where Britain is in terms of its military power.
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One has to realize that, going into World War Il as one of the top two or three in the world,
we then eclipsed them, and coming out of World War Il, they had a lot of problems, but
they still were not insignificant. By the late 1960s, British military power was going down,
but one has to remember that, just because somebody is relatively less important, now,
doesn't mean they were down earlier. So they were taken very seriously, sure. They were
the premier American ally.

Q: I remember as a kid, | grew up in Annapolis and everything was Navy-oriented, and |
remember a book in which the author was advocating that we would have a fleet that was
bigger and better than the British. This is a 1940s book, | think. But wasn't the late 1960s
about the time when the British pulled out of East of Suez?

HUNTER: That was in '68. The East of Suez announcements to withdraw, sure. Where
we then picked up the final set of British and French responsibilities. Which haunt us
today because, as | argued at the time, through no fault of our own, we acquired all the
opprobrium of the British and French colonial misbehavior. We go around saying we didn't
do this, and we're right, we didn't do it, but we're seen in many of these countries as the
legatee of British and French misbehavior, and so we have had in some countries to
struggle back to square one.

Q: We're still dealing with the British and French carving up the Middle East right after
World War I.

HUNTER: The British, when they created Iraq, followed the historic Ottoman idea, which
was to have the majority Shiites dominated by the minority Sunnis, and the Kurds kind of
left out in the cold. Saddam picked it up, but it changed when we picked up responsibility
for Iraq's future in 2003. Now it's shattered, and we're in a circumstance where, for the first
time in 300 years, it genuinely has to be sorted out, and we have to help do it.

Q: The Syria-Lebanon thing is still up in the air and of course the Arab-Israeli...
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HUNTER: That's another story. In fact, | worked a lot on that. | have worked on that issue
off and on for 37 years.

Q: In 1970 you say you came back here? To do what?

HUNTER: It was time to come home. | got a job at an almost-new research institution
called the Overseas Development Council (ODC), run by an extraordinary human being
named James Grant, who was the world's best salesman. A deeply enthusiastic guy.

His father was with the Rockefeller Foundation, created the first Rockefeller modern
Western hospitals in China and in India. Jim had grown up in China. He was head of the
UNRRA liaison to the Communists in China at the end of World War Il. He said Chou En
Lai used to come around to their house for waffles on Sunday mornings. Grant was a true
believer in economic development and foreign aid. He later became head of UNICEF. A
high energy person, came out of AID. Fanatical about his commitment to development
and foreign aid and whatnot. So | spent three and a half years there, and it was quite an
exciting experience. Again, a lot of highly-capable people passed through there, and it was
good entry to the Washington environment.

Q: This would be '70 to '74 about?
HUNTER: '73. | did an awful lot of writing then.

Q: Was there any particular area that you were looking at for development, that we
particularly considered we've really got to work on this?

HUNTER: A lot of the ideas. What's the point of development? Why do we need to do
this? What do we need to do? Laying a lot of the intellectual groundwork with a lot of
other people. | edited a book on development issues with John Rielly, who'd recruited me
to work at ODC, who later became head of the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations,
and who had previously been Humphrey's foreign policy adviser in the Senate and

Vice Presidency. Rielly made the Chicago Council into one of the leading foreign policy
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institutions in the country, today. Also at ODC was Hal Malmgren, who was a top trade
economist, later became Deputy US Trade Representative. | recruited Guy Erb, with whom
I'd been at LSE, who went on to lead in development issues in the Carter Administration.
So | worked on the full range of so-called Third World issues, plus writing the second
edition of my NATO book, Security in Europe, among other things, and also an article

for Foreign Policy magazine, called “Power and Peace,” which contained the ideas

that, a couple of decades later, Joe Nye branded as “soft power.” | created an ODC
annual publication we called Agenda for Action, which had articles on a wide range of
development issues, policy-oriented. ODC kept putting it out every year until it folded.

| had been trained as a nuclear strategist and as a NATO person and an EU person,

and then to get thrown into the deep end of something that was totally alien, economic
development and foreign aid. | picked up a whole new discipline and a whole new set of
concerns. Learned a lot about energy and wrote about it, including in the New York Times
Sunday Magazine, with the first energy crisis. Again, | worked with an awful lot of people
who are still around doing good work, like Fr. Bryan Hehir, now head of Catholic Chatrities,
who has been a leading light on some of the most important moral issues of our time.
ODC, unfortunately, folded a few years ago, as financial support for development kind of
became unfashionable.

Q: Speaking of you being trained in the nuclear equation side...
HUNTER: Not the technical, but the strategic side.

Q: Well, the strategic then. Maybe we have talked about this before, but there was this
period when we were saying, “well, if we have a nuclear exchange, we will only lose 20
million, but they will lose 40 million or something like that.”

HUNTER: | remember those debates. One of the things that happened, being in England
where there was a certain amount of dispassion, is one came to understand quite early
that those calculations were insane. In fact, | often cite, though it may be apocryphal,
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a supposed exchange between Herman Kahn and Bernard Brodie, both of whom were
RAND people at one point in their lives. Bernard Brodie was one of the giants of strategic
thinking. In fact, his analysis and writing on strategic issues were probably as good as
anybody's in the Cold War. The exchange supposedly is that Herman Kahn said, “If | get to
build an antiballistic missile system, | can save 100 million lives!” Brodie responded: “Yes,
Herman, but to save 100 million lives, you've got to have a war!” So | guess | became

an arms controller, but never fanatical. You know, one of the things is always trying to
understand what's going on, because part of it was an early experience of working for

a President, where what you try to do is help the President get the best advice, and

the extent to which you can provide the truth, so far as you can find the truth. It's not
ideological, it's not grinding your own axe, it's not trying to sell something. It's trying to help
this guy with his enormous burdens do the right thing, whatever the right thing is. You have
to deal with that from the best analytical and best fact base you have. | will say, sometimes
the President may decide to go off and ride in a particular direction, but the first thing you
need to know is, to the extent we can know, what are the objective circumstances here?
What's the best we can know? Then if you decide you don't want to follow that for some
political reasons, for some other reasons, fine. At least you know what you're working with.
If you don't start with that, it's like you have no sense of direction, any road will get you
there. | learned that very, very early. The thing in Britain, there was the effort to speak truth
to power, not having a partisan political stake in the answer, not having to choose sides.

| remember some people visiting LSE in '68, a bunch of American Rhodes Scholars who
had come down from Oxford, and they were intensely anti-Vietham, but they were also
saying that America was the worst this, that, and the other thing. | had this little insight that
the way the debate was being handled was between a bunch of people who were saying
that “America’s doing the world's best thing in Vietnam, and we're the most moral country,”
and others saying “We're the most immoral country.” The one thing they agreed upon is
that we were Number One. We're the best. Either the most moral or the most evil! It was

a sense of American specialness. Well, being in England and being trained there, | didn't
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get infected with that. That doesn't mean | got things right. | was for the war in Vietham a
lot longer than | should have been. A lot longer. | got that wrong.

Q: When you were back here in Washington, was this a time when we were particularly
looking at Africa, what to do about it?

HUNTER: Well, | had a major eye-opener, working at the ODC, a place that cared about
the Third World, the LDCs.

Q: LDC means less-developed countries.

HUNTER: Yeah, less-developed countries. So | was working in an environment in which
this was front and center. An awful lot of attention was being paid to these countries and
their peoples. ...

Q: Did you feel that there was much connection with the Nixon administration? I'm talking
about influence.

HUNTER: Obviously, Nixon was president and AID people worked for him and ODC

tried to keep itself non-partisan. Grant | guess was a Democrat. But you worked to try to
influence the people who had the power. In my political campaign work, | can be intensely
partisan. | think that's part of the American system. But in terms of getting things done, you
essentially have to do things on a bi-partisan basis and reach across the aisle. That's how
you get things done. So you do it both ways. You fight your political campaign hard and
then, when the campaign is over, you pull together. The best people in this town do that.
Some can, lots of them can't do it. They carry over their hatreds to the government, which
Is stupid. It took this president [George W. Bush] five years to get to the point of getting rid
of some of the bad apples, the ones who didn't understand that they had to put the nation
first.
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Q: As you talk about other presidencies and all that, | find it very difficult not to connect to
what's happening today.

HUNTER: What goes around comes around. There are certain types of people, certain
elements of power, and ways of looking at things. We are a country of very short-term
memories.

Q: Again we're talking about the mid-early '70s, the role of the think tanks, which you were
a part, of | guess.

HUNTER: They've always been exaggerated. | guess Kissinger said once, you bring

with you the intellectual thoughts you had before you came to power. The think tanks,

| think, train people. They help to create consensus in this wide, disparate country we
have. We don't have the kinds of elites that automatically assume power from the day
they enter the civil service. We don't have a civil service that runs everything almost all the
way to the top, like the British and the French, the Germans, and some others. American
think tanks to a great extent are consensus builders, which often means that you don't

get a great idea validated, it's usually the lowest common denominator. Then people go
into government and they apply what they learned. But the impact of think tanks on the
government in power is extremely limited. Here at RAND, where we do specific subjects
for parts of the government because they come and ask — and they're mostly technical
studies - there is an impact on government; but in the grand sweep of things, the think
tanks have very little impact. Now, I've been in the government, | spent 13 and a half years
at the highest levels of the government, and I've also been in think tanks, so | have some
sense of their value. Their value is really delayed, and sometimes that's too bad. You get
in a situation where you know that the government is going down the wrong track, and
you wish there was some way for outside people to come in and help, but at the highest
levels of the government, unless you are involved on a day-to-day basis, and you're “up to
speed” and have responsibilities, you really aren't part of the game. It's not possible.
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Q: I'm always struck by people I've talked to. Many who've been in the diplomatic field
don't have much connection with the intellectual world, reading Foreign Affairs.

HUNTER: | wouldn't hold that up as the best example.

Q: What I'm saying is there's a vast body of literature that's put out on every subject you
can think of, including foreign affairs, and | don't think a practicing diplomat samples much
of this or has the time or interest.

HUNTER: There's diplomacy as a craft, and then there's policy-making as a craft. There
Is an overlap, but they're not the same. Very few people are good at both. Kissinger was
good at both. I've known half a dozen people who were really good at both. But most
are good at one or the other. There are good policy people who don't have a clue how
to convince other people to do things or run an embassy. Then there are some fantastic
diplomats who couldn't think their way out of a paper bag in terms of basic directions.
That's not to criticize either one. I've come to the firm understanding, over the years, that
they are two very separate crafts and that very few people are effective in both.

One thing think tanks do effectively is that diplomats and others come to meetings and
they get refreshed and they get other ideas, which may not help them in their immediate
day-to-day business, but over time maybe they learn something when they go out and they
come back, etcetera. Very often, it's the going out and coming back that's very important.
The revolving door, in that sense, is very important. The in-and-out system is unique

in America, partly because we don't have policy run by senior civil servants and partly
because we're challenged by things all over the world. If you're sent someplace, say,
Paraguay, the circumstances you face are going to be the same year in and year out,

even if you're Britain. But if you're the United States, because of our role and centrality,
circumstances are constantly changing, and you have to have this kind of renewal.

Q: Did you find yourself traveling to different countries at all?
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HUNTER: Lots.
Q: Did you have any feel for American AID projects?

HUNTER: Jim Grant sent me around the world, so | saw quite a bit of AID's work. It

was the time of the Green Revolution, and I'd go out and see actual people working. |
remember being in Nepal. | went around with the head of the AID mission, looking at
these acres he had, where they were planting hybrid seeds and working out techniques

so the Nepali farmers would themselves decide that the Green Revolution, these strains

of highly-productive rice, ware the thing to do. You couldn't just give the seeds to them.
What the AID people would do is that they would go out and they would grow a couple of
acres of rice and not say a word. Then word would get around about the fantastic yield,
and then some Nepali farmers would come around and say, “Can | use some of this?”
That kind of thing. AID is a rotten bureaucracy, people say, but there are an awful lot of
dedicated Americans going out doing these things. That's something which really gets you.
| don't have a dog in this fight because I'm not doing this kind of thing, but the number of
dedicated Americans who are out there doing useful things, whether it's in our own society,
or another society, and they get stigmatized as wearing striped pants or pushing cookies,
or something in a negative way. That's just grossly unfair.

Q: | agree.

HUNTER: A statistic | like to quote, we've had more ambassadors killed since the Second
World War than we've had generals killed.

Q: And admirals. By a significant number. Normally, an admiral is surrounded by a fleet,
and a general is surrounded by an army. An ambassador goes out there and is in the car
with a chauffeur, maybe one bodyguard. Probably a good place to stop at this time. But
let's put at the end here, we're talking about 1973, what did you do?

Interview with The Honorable Robert E. Hunter , 2011 http://www.loc.gov/item/mfdipbib001708



Library of Congress

HUNTER: | then got an offer to go work for Ted Kennedy. He obviously was toying with the
idea of running for President, but decided that he needed somebody full-time to work on
foreign affairs. | was the first staff person on the Senate side, at least, as a full time staff
person in foreign affairs for a Senator, as opposed to working on a committee. Now it's
common. One of the others who came to the Senate at around about the same time was
Richard Perle, who worked for Senator Jackson, and whom I've known since 1963 at LSE.
So various Senators started getting foreign policy people. | got hired by Kennedy and put
on the payroll of the Refugees Subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee, and | worked for
him until Inauguration Day in 1977 as his Foreign Policy Advisor.

Q: We'll pick this up then in 1973 and we'll just start about being taken on by Kennedy as a
foreign affairs adviser and we'll talk about those issues.

**%x

Today is the 12th of October, 2005. Bob, Edward Kennedy has taken you on as his foreign
affairs adviser. How would you describe the relationship of Senator Kennedy within the
Senate and within the body politick at the time that you came on.

HUNTER: In '73, there was still a thought that he might run for President in '76. He also
had apparently decided that it would be useful for him to get greater depth in foreign
affairs. He had somebody who was doing it on what I'd call the oddball issues, but not the
central issues, of foreign policy and national security. He was not on the Foreign Relations
Committee, by choice. He always calculated he didn't have to, in order to have access and
engagement, because he did have what he'd already achieved, plus being a Kennedy. He
was the first senator actually to do this, have a regular foreign policy advisor, and so it was
breaking new ground. What | just don't understand are some perceptions of Kennedy as a
controversial figure in the country; this is far less evident within the United States Senate.
He's always been, at least certainly at the time | knew him, but probably before, a person
who focused on getting the job done. That meant he would deal with whomever he had to
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deal with on a particular issue. Even today, you'll find him out there doing health care with
Orrin Hatch, a dedicated Republican conservative. In those days he would work with Harry
Byrd and Barry Goldwater and whoever was necessary on particular issues he cared
about, especially in the areas of health and education, particularly health. Welfare. In the
broadest sense of the term. Labor. He also had this dedication never to make a permanent
enemy. To deal with other people intensely, but with civility. Always being a gentleman
towards everyone else and showing respect, which is what you're supposed to do if you're
going to be a success in the Senate. So he clearly knew what had to be done, and he did
it.

Q: You were doing this from when to when?

HUNTER: Let's see, September '73 until January 20, 1977, when | went to work at the
National Security Council.

Q: During this period, what were the foreign affairs issues that you particularly got
engaged in?

HUNTER: In a job like that it's across the board. Of course, it was a very active time.
Arms control was a major issue, and one of the big ones was the ABM (Anti-Ballistic
Missile) Treaty, which weapons should be bought and which shouldn't be bought. One
thing that got him, too, was arms sales abroad, trying to get some kind of control over that,
including the Persian Gulf. Middle East issues. Cyprus. D#tente. Confrontation with the
Russians. China, though he was not able to go to China while | worked for him, in part, |
think, because he'd gone to Russia, and the Chinese at that point were “taking names.”
Kennedy was only able to go later to China. So | would say you pick a major issue, and
the senator got engaged in it. Human rights. Definitely in human rights. But it wasn't just
peripheral things, it was to go right to the heart of the key issues of American foreign
policy. The end game in Vietnam. | also did a lot of traveling for Kennedy on my own. Both
sides of the cease-fire line on the West Bank of the Suez Canal after the Yom Kippur war;
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Ben Gurion's funeral in Jerusalem; a week in Cuba at the end of '74, including a four-hour
meeting with Castro.

Q: One of the things one associates with him coming from Massachusetts, it's almost a
peripheral issue, but a senator from Massachusetts and the Irish question. Did you get
involved in that, or was that almost a local political issue?

HUNTER: | won't say necessarily a local political issue, because he had very deep feelings
and concerns about it. That was handled by his chief legislative aide, a man named Carey
Parker. In fact, Carey is still there. He's been there forever. He was the point man on
Ireland. | had a kind of a watching brief on Ireland, but Carey was whom you talked to.
You know that Kennedy was the principal organizer of what became known as the Four
Horsemen, with Senator Pat Moynihan, with House Majority Leader and then Speaker

Tip O'Neill, and with the governor of New York, Hugh Carey. But Kennedy organized that
as the Four Horsemen, who opposed organizations like NORAID, which were the ones
collecting money that would go to the IRA (lrish Republican Army) to buy weapons. So
this was a courageous effort on the part of Irish American leadership, Kennedy in the lead,
to say that pursuing the agenda through violent means was unacceptable, to try to de-
legitimate it, and the Four Horsemen had a major impact over time.

Q: I'm sure they did.

HUNTER: But the person who ran the Irish issue in the Kennedy office was Carey Parker,
and | think he did a brilliant job, on this issue as on all the domestic issues, where he was
sort of the 101st Senator.

Q: On some of the issues, for example Cyprus came up in July of '74, and there were a lot
of Greeks in the United States. It got very domestically political. How did you...?

HUNTER: We were very much involved in that. In fact, one of my colleagues, Mark
Schneider, had a major role in that, and he's now a vice president at the International
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Crisis Group (ICG). | think Kennedy, as usual, tried to play a mediator's role on that. But,
obviously, this was something where there were very intense feelings in the Senate and in
the House, and where he was on the side of the issue that leaned very strongly against the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus. Prior to that, of course, he was trying to do what one could to
help facilitate the fall of the colonels in Greece, but I'd say that consideration for the Greek-
American perspective had to be very important to him, just as it is a matter of American
politics. | recall that we met with Archbishop Makarios, president of Cyprus, at the Hilton
Hotel. He was a guy with the light of fanaticism in his eyes!

Q: I was consul general in Athens for four years.
HUNTER: When?

Q: From '70 to '74, | left just before the thing, but one was very much aware of the Greek-
American influence in Athens.

HUNTER: But at the same time, of course, you had the Colonels, very unfortunate for you.
| had a little joke, which some people get and some people don't. They ask, “What's going
on in Greece?” | say, “Well, the problem is that the word 'democracy' doesn't translate into
their language.” Then people pause and say, “But democracy is a Greek word!” and | say,
“Oh really?”

Q: What sort of role from your observation did Kennedy play in the relations with the Soviet
Union at the time? You mentioned we had a series of treaties going on and...

HUNTER: Kennedy obviously was deeply dedicated, like every American, to try and
ensure that the Soviet Union didn't expand its reach and to supported deterrence in
confrontation as a central part of the policy, but he was also dedicated to trying to find

a way out and supporting d#tente, which was something which had a strong bipartisan
basis. Nixon and Kissinger clearly were principal architects of it, and Kennedy was one of
the supporters in the Senate of that, there were supporters on both sides — but making
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very clear to the Soviets that he was going to be pursuing the best interests of the United
States. We went to Moscow in April of '74, | organized a trip for him, which was in two
parts. One of the objectives of my being on Kennedy's staff was to organize a lot of travel
for him to various parts of the world, particularly in Europe and the Middle East - Belgium,
France, England, Italy, Greece, Israel, Jordan, Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia. On this particular
trip, 1 know we went to Germany, not for the first time, saw the Federal Chancellor, to
Romania and to Yugoslavia. Seeing Ceausescu in Romania, that apostate country, and to
see Tito. Kennedy had to come home for some votes, and we went back again to Moscow
and had a week in Russia, four hours with Brezhnev, just the two of us. Then to Leningrad.
The Russians had asked us to choose one other place, and for variety | chose going to
Georgia, Thilisi. One of the products of that trip was that Kennedy, on the inspiration of his
wife Joan, on the inspiration of Leonard Bernstein, who went to Joan, Joan went to me, |
went to the Senator, and during that meeting Kennedy asked Brezhnev to allow [Mstislav]
Rostropovich to emigrate, the cellist. Brezhnev said, “I thought he'd already gone!” Just

as we were leaving the country, they came and told Kennedy that Rostropovich would

get his exit visa. So that was one of the concrete achievements. We also did a lot with
regard to the Soviet Jews while we were there, and pursued an American agenda which
was confrontation plus d#tente. One of the things that Kennedy did when he traveled was
we always made sure we followed the cardinal rules, which were, one, you don't criticize
American policy when you're abroad, and, two, also to make sure that the US government,
the administration, knew exactly what he was going to do, where he was going to go, and,
where appropriate, there would be US government representatives in the meetings. But,
generally, he didn't like having representatives of the State Department along, because
they kind of queered the pitch, made the conversation “official.” But we always debriefed
immediately afterwards. With the Moscow trip, Kennedy went to see the Secretary of State
beforehand and afterwards.

Q: How comfortable did you feel Kennedy was with the Nixon-Ford administration and
foreign policy? Because this was an interesting time. Did you feel...
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HUNTER: Kennedy is a deeply partisan person when it comes to winning elections. He

Is not particularly partisan when it comes to dealing with the nation's business, which

is, frankly, the way it ought to be. So he would support policies that he felt were serving
the nation well, and he opposed policies he'd think that didn't. For example, the effort to
build another ABM system, he was one of the leaders of the fight to stop the funding for
that. Of course, that was proved almost immediately to be the correct position. We would
have been running down a rat hole, because it wouldn't have done anything to protect

the United States, in part because it was so minuscule, even if it were completed, and
nobody's ever made an effective case that we could protect against a dedicated Soviet first
strike. ABMs had to do more than be provocative. But he supported the administration on
d#tente, he supported it on different weapons systems that made sense. It was a matter of
trying to figure out what was best for the country and going in that direction. If that meant
supporting the administration, fine. If it meant opposing them, fine. In fact, a lot of senators
are like that, and Kennedy puts the nation first.

Q: Did the recognition of China or the opening to China on your watch?

HUNTER: No, that had already happened. In fact, there was not much active happening
on China during the time | was there. As | said, we tried to organize a trip to China, and the
Chinese strung it out and strung it out. | was convinced, though we never got the last little
bit of what today we call the smoking gun...I was convinced that the direction that Kennedy
shouldn't go to China came from the State Department. In fact we used to joke...

Q: That would be Kissinger.

HUNTER: Oh yeah. It was leading up to an election period and afterwards, and Kissinger
didn't want Kennedy to get all the publicity of a trip to China. In fact, we had a joke

in Washington, at the time, that the visa office for China was actually in the State
Department. They decided who could go and who couldn't go.
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Q: Was the Panama Canal an issue at this time?

HUNTER: No, that really came up under Carter. When | was in the White House, and Bob
Pastor did that brilliantly. Portugal was one of the issues. As | said, we took a number

of trips. One of them was to Portugal, right after the election in November of '74. A trip
that was opposed by the Assistant Secretary of State, Art Hartman, on the grounds that
they were going to go commie and we shouldn't have any association with it. | had had
some association with some Portuguese who had been part of the April Revolution of

"74. Kennedy, you see, was a member of the North Atlantic Assembly, a parliamentary
group, it's now the NATO Parliamentary Assembly. So I'd met these people. One of them,
[Francisco de] S# Carneiro, later became Portuguese prime minister and then was killed,
unfortunately, in a helicopter accident. Another man was named [Francisco] Belsam#o,
who was a leading publisher and who also became prime minister, both democrats. So

| organized this trip to Lisbon, and to overcome the worker-bee opposition at State, | got
Kennedy to go to see Kissinger. At that point, Kissinger was wondering whether Kennedy
was going to be President, and my take on that was that Kissinger looked around and
saw that Gromyko could be Soviet Foreign Minister for life, and maybe he'd like to stay on
as Secretary of State in a Kennedy administration, so he said “Oh, Ted, go ahead, fine.”
When we came back, | said to the Senator, “You know we've got to help this revolution.
Why don't we put some money in the bill?” He said, “Sure. Put some money in the bill,”
whatever the legislation was. So | stuck in an amendment for 100 million dollars. The
Senate cut it in half and we got 50 million dollars for Portugal. That was before Frank
Carlucci went over to Lisbon as ambassador and got the credit. So Kennedy really was
the person who turned around the American government in support of the Portuguese
Revolution, got them some concrete money, helped to support the democrats against the
Communists, and provided the financial basis for the success of Portuguese democracy.
As | say, Frank Carlucci came in as ambassador, later, and took all the credit, but it was
really Kennedy who got things going, as happens so often.
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Q: On Vietnam, how stood Kennedy? Did you go out to Vietham?

HUNTER: No. This was the end game. In '73 we'd already left Vietham, and, of course, it
was a secondary phenomenon leading up to the '75 final collapse. The Vietnam issue was
handled mostly as a refugee matter, and that was under the aegis of Dale Dehaan, who
was the staff director for Kennedy's role as Chairman of the Judiciary Subcommittee on
Refugees, and his deputy, Jerry Tinker, who tragically died as a very young man of some
rare disease a few years later.

Q: How was Kennedy's relation with the Foreign Relations Committee?

HUNTER: Excellent. But he never felt a need, as | said, to be on that committee, because
he had access everywhere, anyway, and sometimes it was an effective committee,
sometimes not. So not being on the committee never inhibited where he traveled or what
he did or what he spoke on. He could speak on anything, could always get an audience.
Later on, he went on the Armed Services Committee, because of its direct impact on
doing things as opposed to talking about things. No disrespect, but the Foreign Relations
Committee, except for dealing with treaties and a few things like that, doesn't really have
much legislative function. The Armed Services Committee has the constant legislative
function. Relations with those people were excellent. This was a time, of course, in which
there were a lot of key issues. There was some tension with the Henry Jackson people
and particularly Richard Perle, and he and | used to have a little duel. Every time it came
to legislation, | think | won most of the challenges. I've known him for 40 some-odd years.

Q: With Senator Kennedy, | noticed a phenomenon. During much of the period, | was chief
of the consular section in Belgrade.

HUNTER: When was that? Under Eagleburger or earlier?

Q: Oh heavens no. Larry and | took Serbian together. We were the same rank. | was
chief of the consulor section, he was number three in the economic section along with
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Jim Lowenstein. Bob Cleveland was the head of the economic. The ambassador was
Kennan, when we were there, and then he was replaced by Charles Burke Elbrick, who
was later kidnapped in Brazil. But anyway, | noticed there, and also | was consul general
in Saigon and then in Athens, that a lot of letters, because we've answered congressional
letters, were addressed to Kennedy, mainly because the name Kennedy from foreigners
being concerned about almost anything, because they felt he was acting kind of as an
ombudsman. At least people from abroad saw the name Kennedy, and you know. Did you
get involved in any of this?

HUNTER: It wasn't just that he was the brother of the slain president and the slain senator,
it was also because of his own record, and one of the things was to make sure that letters
got answered, and to do what one could to be helpful to people. The kind of national
casework effort, district casework, but also international casework. It was taken very
seriously.

Q: It was interesting because he did act as almost an ombudsman. People would be
attracted to the name from all over.

HUNTER: But he earned it on his own, in addition to having the association with his
brothers, because of things he did and insisted that we all do.

Q: What happened in '76 with Kennedy? Did he make a bid?

HUNTER: As you know, as you go back, the Kennedys are very much a family and care
about the family. Kennedy cared deeply about his kids, does care deeply about his kids.
He would get home every night so he could have dinner with the family. His son Teddy
contracted bone cancer in a leg and had a leg amputated. Kennedy that fall decided, I'm
sure there were a complex series of reasons, in the fall of 74 not to run for President in
"76. So by the time we got to '76, he, himself, was not a candidate and had ruled himself
out.
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Q: Did you have any contact with the Carter people or was that almost a complete divide
until after the election?

HUNTER: No, in the summer of '76, | took a leave from the Senate, at the request of

Stu Eizenstat, who was the head of policy for Carter in the campaign, and with whom I'd
worked in the Humphrey campaign in '68. | went down there for Stu, to Atlanta, to prepare
the briefing materials for the foreign affairs debate. The chief foreign policy person there
was Dick Holbrooke, but he was traveling almost all of the time. So | was down there and,
in fact, ran the team and wrote most of the foreign affairs materials that were then used

to brief Governor Carter for the foreign affairs debate, which, as you know, Carter clearly
won, but as much as anything because President Ford got caught in a tongue twister, in
which he declared that Poland was free. What he meant to say was that “In their hearts,
the Polish people are free,” but that's not what he said. We didn't even notice it at the time,
watching the debate. It was only the next day when the media picked it up.

Q: What was your role during the campaign?

HUNTER: | was on leave from the Senate, went off the payroll. You had to, because it's
illegal to do it otherwise. | was in Atlanta for a month, and then came back to Washington
and went back on the Senate payroll. | continued to give advice during the campaign,

on my own time. So all the way to the election, | was an adviser to Eizenstat and the
campaign on various foreign affairs matters. But the key point was having the major
responsibility for writing the TV debate briefing book on foreign affairs, which was one of
two | did write a major part of (the other was for Clinton in '92), and to continue ensuring
that Kennedy was up to speed.

Q: Certainly from a foreign affairs point of view, you look at the Carter administration and,
offhand | would come up with three major things: one was the recognition of China, but
even more the Panama Canal treaty and then Camp David. Were these issues that you
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were working on at the time, or did these develop... well, really, the fourth one is human
rights.

HUNTER: You mean during the campaign?
Q: During the campaign. Were these issues that...

HUNTER: Well, obviously all of them. Panama Canal was not an issue. That only came
up after Carter became president. Middle East is always an issue. US-Soviet is always
an issue. In effect, this was to try to get the candidate focusing on, and up to speed, to
the extent he wasn't already, on fundamental campaign themes, and also to get across to
him basic campaign strategy. I've played a policy role at the national level in eight or nine
presidential campaigns, and the basic rule of thumb in foreign affairs is to ensure that the
candidate demonstrates that he has a capacity to be Commander-in-Chief, that's it. The
American people, in general, aren't going to delve into the particularities of foreign affairs
and defense. Individual interest groups will, but the average American is out there saying
“I'm not going to affect these things, but | want to make sure that, if this person becomes
president, he's going to keep the nation safe and do the best things for the nation.” So they
look at this person in terms of his or her stature. How they behave in a crisis, even if it's a
crisis in the campaign or in their personal life. How they talk about the outside world and
America's role that gives the average American some kind of clue about character. That's
what it's about really. The rest of it's fluff and nonsense. So that when the media tries to
say that this presidential candidate doesn't know the name of the prime minister of India,
as they did with Reagan, the average American says, “Who cares?” In fact, it works for
the candidate, because then they say “Whao's this reporter to ask this guy a trick question
like that?” So the objective was to get across to Carter, assuming he needed it in the first
place, basic things he had to get across in the debate in terms of American security, in
terms of promoting d#tente, in terms of showing that he had the mettle to be president.
These are strategic kinds of things in terms of how you campaign. Then getting the issues
right, but it's not about getting the issues right so much and all that, but demonstrating to
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the American people that you can be President. That's the requirement. Some have it,
some don't have it.

Q: How did you find Carter? He had gotten, obviously, had been the governor of Georgia,
was it the Tri-lateral Commission or something? This was his entr#e into the international
world wasn't it?

HUNTER: First, you have to understand that he went to Annapolis. He was in the US
Navy. He had, as a governor, done a lot of traveling as a trade representative. He's got a
very active mind, as you probably have discovered. Reads voraciously, everything you put
in front of him. Highly retentive mind. But one of the big events was indeed the Tri-lateral
Commission. In fact, Zbig Brzezinski, who helped create that, one of the purposes was

to involve potential presidential candidates, and he involved Carter in that. No accident
that a lot of the people Carter rubbed shoulders with actually came into the administration,
later on. So he didn't have as much preparation in foreign affairs as some candidates have
had, but he was streets ahead of some others. Compared to, let's say, either Reagan or
the current President Bush, who had no experience. Many people think highly of Bush in
foreign affairs, but he had zero experience in foreign affairs before becoming President.

Q: And little interest either, from what | gather.

HUNTER: The current president, except to go to Mexico, had been outside the United
States a total of three times in his entire life.

Q: His father was a consummate diplomat.

HUNTER: His father occupied every foreign policy position he practically could have. Vice
President, UN (United Nations), China, head of CIA (Central Intelligence Agency). That's
a digression, but Carter, brilliant man, voracious reader, you never had to tell him things
twice. | think he had excellent judgment. Had a woods and trees problem, and had a lot
of rotten luck. The energy crisis, the revolution in Iran, the invasion of Afghanistan, all of
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which were totally outside of his control. A lot of rotten luck. The inflationary period, which
was an aftershock of a number of things like the oil question of the earlier '70s. But if it
happens on your watch, you're responsible.

Q: You were on the National Security Council from January 20th or so, did you go right
on?

HUNTER: | was on the NSC staff for four years less two hours and 20 minutes. | started
two hours after inauguration and | was, | think, one of the last out, 20 minutes before the
inauguration in 1981, when we were required to be out by the incoming people. This is

probably the only time it's ever happened, to be off the premises by high noon, all of us.

Q: It was a rather nasty business wasn't it?

HUNTER: Some people say the transition between Reagan and Bush was even nastier,
but not by the President, President Reagan behaved very well toward Bush. It was
draconian. But that's the game. For example, when | got called in by Admiral Bud Nance,
who was the new Deputy National Security Adviser, to be told, as all of us on the NSC
staff were, that we wouldn't be kept on, even before he started talking, | said, “Admiral, |
will be leaving on January 20th. That is the way the system works, | am a political person,
and | appreciate the opportunity to serve my country, but | will be leaving. But | am here to
be of whatever help | can be to the nation, to you, the President.” He said, “That won't be
necessary, thank you anyway.” Fortunately, my successor, | was then in charge of Middle
East, Geoffrey Kemp, | had been his best man when he got married. Very old friend. He
called me in and asked, “What do | do?” and | gave him some advice. You know, one of
the ironies, and this will help you with your history, is that the President no longer owns his
documents. After Nixon, the law was changed. But all the documents still disappear and
go down to the presidential libraries, so that when a new national security team comes in,
they have nothing there. It happened when we came in with Carter. Fortunately, | knew
my predecessors, and it also happened when we went out. | was allowed to leave for my
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successor, Geoffrey Kemp - and this was on the last day of the hostage crisis, it was right
in the middle of Arab-Israeli negotiations on the West Bank in Gaza — | was allowed to
leave for my successor an unclassified copy of the Camp David Accords. That's the law
and the practice. Fortunately, the State Department and the Defense Department are
continuing institutions, so the documents stay where they are. For the United States, it is
just a stupid way of behaving. Incredibly stupid.

Q: When you arrived on noon on January...

HUNTER: Well, actually, I'd been involved for a couple weeks earlier, not on the payroll,
but involved in the transition.

Q: Whom were you replacing?

HUNTER: | was put in charge of Europe. Bill Hyland, who had been the Deputy National
Security Advisor under Ford, was kept on for nine months to do the Soviet Union. The way
the National Security Council staff was organized under Brzezinski was in a series of what
were called “clusters.” It was a very small staff. There was a European cluster, which was
Hyland, who did Soviet Union, basically, and me who did Western and Eastern Europe,
and a couple of more junior people. Hans Binnendijk was just leaving. This man is still
bouncing around, doing excellent work, now at NDU [National Defense University]. Denis
Clift was then doing Europe, and he stayed on as Vice President Mondale's Foreign Policy
Advisor.

Q: What had been your relation with Brzezinski?

HUNTER: | first met Zbig when he spoke at the Institute for Strategic Studies in 1966.

In the 1968 campaign, when | was one of the chief speechwriters for Humphrey on the
domestic side, there were four-five of us, Ted Van Dyk, who was overall policy coordinator,
John Stewart, me, Doug Bennett, that was really the team. Plus some others in a more
junior capacity. Then there was the senior political team. John Rielly was Humphrey's
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Assistant for Foreign Affairs, in charge of the foreign side, and | helped him out. Brzezinski
was the key outside foreign policy adviser to Humphrey in that campaign. | worked with
him on Humphrey's big speech on the Soviet Union, which we worked over with Humphrey
on the plane going to and from the third game of the World Series in Detroit. Obviously,

if Humphrey had won, Zbig would have been at least National Security Adviser. So | got
to know him then in the form of association. | had seen him regularly after that. When

| worked with Kennedy, | arranged for Zbig to come see him from time to time, and |

did some things for him. Zbig asked me, | remember, to write a major paper for him in
1976 on human rights. The history of it and where it ought to go, which in my innocence

| thought was just a generic interest, but of course he was recognizing the very deep
interest that Jimmy Carter had in human rights, and was working on his own intellectual
and policy basis for it. So some of the work | did | think contributed to that. When it came
that Brzezinski was putting his team together, he asked me to work for him. | think, one,
he knew me. More important is that | worked for Kennedy, and he wanted a Kennedy
person [laughter]. So | won't say that | was so great, | happened to be well-positioned!

His deputy was David Aaron, because Aaron was Mondale's person. When | was in the
Senate and worked for Kennedy, Aaron worked for Mondale, he was a former Foreign
Service Officer. One of the ironies was that, as we wrote articles for our bosses, | wrote
an article for Kennedy which appeared in Foreign Policy magazine, which was the number
two magazine then, Kennedy having already written in Foreign Affairs, a piece I'd written
on conventional arms control in the Persian Gulf. | titled the Foreign Policy article “Beyond
D#tente.” David Aaron wrote an article for Mondale which appeared in Foreign Affairs, at
the same time, entitled “Beyond D#tente.” [laughter] So David and | have been friends for
a long time, and, in fact, here it is in 2005, and | work in the RAND Washington office, and
David is in charge of Middle East policy in the RAND Santa Monica office. So he's come
around here. So Zbig asked me to come out and do the European account, and | began on
Inauguration Day.
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Q: When you picked up the European account, what were our major concerns with
Western Europe, and did this include Eastern Europe?

HUNTER: At the time, yes, it was later hived off, when Zbig divided the cluster in two, but
| had all of Europe to start with, except for the Soviet Union, which Bill Hyland did as a
transitional thing. Later | had Western Europe, NATO, European Community, the West
European countries, and Yugoslavia. Greece and Turkey were handled separately, by

a man named Paul Henze, who was close to Zbig, a former CIA person. Then, after a
few months, the Central — or we then called them Eastern — European countries were
handled by some other people. Bob King did this at one point. He works for Congressman
Lantos now. Steve Larrabee came on later to handle Eastern Europe, and he works two
floors below me here now at RAND. | also served as Deputy US Political Director, with
George Vest, the Assistant Secretary of State for Europe, who was the Political Director.
That was when we met with counterparts from Britain, France, and Germany, all together,
and set the agenda for the foreign ministers' four-power discussions that more or less
decided basic policies for the Western Alliance.

Q: One talks about government changing all the time, but I'm always impressed by
essentially the intellectual continuity in and out of the government of people. They do go
away.

HUNTER: Let's put it this way. All of the senior people in today's Bush administration on
foreign affairs, | know every single one of them, except Bush. | suspect that most people in
the foreign policy community do. One of the things we do in America is that we ensure that
people rub shoulders and go to think tanks, together, and go to meetings, together. It's one
of the few ways in which you can create a foreign policy that people can support. We've
been doing it for 50 years.

What were the major issues? The first issue was something which | knew how to do,
because of my experience with watching Europe and the evolution of American policy.
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That was to reassure the Europeans of the steadfastness of the United States. One of
the wonderful ironies about our European Allies, which is still true after the Cold War,
when things changed dramatically, is that, however many problems the Europeans —

[, use that collectively now, you can parse the thing smaller — no matter how difficult
they found a President, as soon as there's a new President, they look back with nostalgia
to the person who has just left! Because in the Cold War their security was so deeply
bound up with the United States. In the Cold War, the nuclear engagement of the United
States with Europe was a suicide pact, where we agreed that, if Western Europe were
attacked with conventional weapons, we would initiate a nuclear war, which would have
been suicide - indeed, mutual suicide — because it was based on deterrence, that's it,
full-stop. So if you're a European, you want to be very clear what the nature of this new
administration is. In fact, on Day 1, literally on the afternoon of Inauguration Day, we
were planning a visit by the new Vice President, Walter Mondale, to Europe, precisely to
reassure the Europeans about the continuing commitments of the United States under
the new President. Obviously, people emphasized in the press that Carter was interested
in human rights. But, in fact, this first trip involved all the issues. It was NATO, it was the
European Community, it was d#tente, it was arms and arms control, it was the full menu
which you have to deal with from Day One. One of the ironies on human rights at this
time was that the Europeans had been bellyaching about a year earlier about the Helsinki
Final Act, and whether Kissinger really believed in human rights or that we really were
going to support this. The Europeans dragged the United States kicking and screaming
into embracing what became the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
now the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). They were so
negative about the Ford administration about whether it would be committed to human
rights. Carter comes in and he talks about human rights, and suddenly the Europeans
were so concerned that Carter was too concerned about human rights! You wanted to say
“Hey, wait a second, what's going on here?” It happened partly because the Europeans
were worried about his commitment to other things, and that had to be demonstrated.
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Q: Was there a concern, particularly by Western Europe, that Carter might be somewhat
weak with the Soviet Union, looking for the good in everyone and all that?

HUNTER: Oh, | suspect there were some people worried about that, as they are worried
about every new President. That's a matter of people getting to know a President. | don't
know whether you ever met Carter. He's a very steely guy. He's a man of great inner
strength and conviction, and you don't want to cross him, and you don't want to think you
can get away with something against the interests of the United States. A lot of people
misjudged Carter early on, images, you know.

Q: When you had Europe, was Helmut Schmidt the...

HUNTER: That's correct, yes. During the two and a half years | did Europe, yes, he was
Federal Chancellor.

Q: How was he initially? Later on, they were not happy campers, Schmidt and Carter, but
early on how did this?

HUNTER: My theory about this is that Schmidt, a very able man, very proud man, very
arrogant man, who, and I think that's a pretty common view, had this kind of tutelary
relationship with Presidents of the United States. He used to look at Gerald Ford the same
way, who was a tyro when he came in. People mistake that. He was also...

Q: This is tape 3, side 1 with Robert Hunter. | don't have the previous tape because
it's being transcribed, but | know basically where we left off. You were in the Carter
administration in the NSC from when to when?

HUNTER: From two hours after the inauguration until 20 minutes before Carter left office.

Q: One of the issues that we talked about was, but we didn't complete, and | think it's quite
important to get your perspective on this. One of the opinions I'm getting from quite a few
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people who dealt with the German-American issue was that, after Carter pulled the rug out
from under Schmidt with the so-called neutron bomb, or whatever you want to call it....

HUNTER: | don't agree with that.

Q: That's what | mean. And your perspective, we were talking off mike, could you explain
how you saw the relationship between Carter and Helmut Schmidt?

HUNTER: Well, | suspect, since | was in charge of West European affairs at the White
House for two and a quarter years, | probably sat in the room with Carter and Schmidt

for 50% or more of all the time they ever spent together, and | never heard a cross word.
Very often, a meeting would end, and Schmidt would go home, and then we'd get all these
reports coming back about the things he was saying about Carter. One, Schmidt was

a difficult personality. He was a gutter politician, Hamburg is a tough city, like Chicago,

he thought he should rule the world. He used to lecture Gerald Ford on economics, and
Ford was smart enough to turn a deaf ear. Schmidt tried to lecture Carter on international
politics, he thought he was going to be weak, and, in fact, Schmidt created by accident
the Euro-missile problem by calling into question the credibility of American nuclear
guarantees to Europe. He did it in a speech at the International Institute for Strategic
Studies. | think that was Schmidt's bid to try to show that he was smart, but he got it wrong
and caused a lot of trouble.

We also had an overzealous CIA station chief in Bonn, George Carver, who collected
every little scrap of gossip that could be attributed to Schmidt about Carter and made sure
it was sent back, and there were some equally mischievous people in Washington who
made sure Carter heard about it.

Q: This is unfortunately fun for the munchkins who are at different levels.

HUNTER: This particular person, who is no longer with us, used to cackle about that.
Made my life more difficult. So there was a certain difficulty built in by Schmidt, who was
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kind of feeling his oats, who saw this fresh new president coming to power. He had been
able to lecture the previous President. The old joke - maybe apocryphal, maybe not! —
used to be that Gerald Ford would sit there in the Oval Office and take a call from Schmidt
and say, “Yes Helmut” and lay the phone down on the desk, do a bit of work, and then pick
it up about five minutes later and say, “Yes Helmut, you're exactly right,” and put the phone
down again. Carter didn't do that, Carter dealt directly. So maybe there was a little tension
there, but, as | said, never a cross word passed, including times it was just the two of them
in the room, plus two note-takers, of which | was one.

Q: Did you see though a change in the relationship after Carter, correct me if I'm wrong,
had basically pressured Schmidt and the Germans to accept the basing of this neutron
bomb, it was called at the time.

HUNTER: It was called that by Walter Pincus. He made up that name for it in an article

he wrote in the “Outlook” section of the Washington Post, and | always told Walter that

he should have gotten the Pulitzer for that piece, because he took something called the
Enhanced Radiation Weapon - which, incidentally, had already been approved by NATO,
it was a low-key thing, it was totally routine — and he called it the Neutron Bomb, and said
it's the bomb that can kill people and not destroy buildings. That shows how images make
up political reality.

Q: A true capitalist bomb.

HUNTER: If you go back and look at his “Outlook” piece, we suddenly had a crisis. In fact,
| got a call on the Sunday morning from Brzezinski, for whom | worked, and he said “What
the hell is that? | didn't know about it.” Harold Brown called up Zbig Monday morning

and said, “What the hell are they talking about?” What had happened is that Pincus had
gone through the defense budget on Capitol Hill and found this thing and Christened it.
Then, of course, everybody suddenly paid attention to it. What happened was that Carter
indicated that he was very reluctant to proceed with developing the ERW (Enhanced
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Radiation Weapon), but people in the administration ganged up on him and said it would
damage American credibility if we backed off. The President went along, despite what |
know for certain to have been his instinct on this. | probably was as deeply engaged in
this issue as anybody else except the President, over time. Carter then said, “OK, but I'm
not going to build this thing unless | can deploy it.” So there was an awful lot of diplomacy,
and that meant deploying it in Germany, because that's where the nuclear weapons were
based, most of them. The German view was “We won't deploy it unless somebody else
does. We need some cover.” As luck would have it, that meant the Netherlands, because
they also had Honest John missiles, or whatever they were, and no other allied country
was interested. The Dutch wouldn't do it. After a large amount of to-ing and fro-ing — it
lasted about a year — Carter suddenly decided he'd had enough. He just said “Ok, I'm not
going to build the ERW.” Because he couldn't get fulfilled the condition that “If I'm going
to build it somebody has to deploy it,” because the Germans kept going back and forth:
“It has to be with the Dutch,” and the Dutch were dithering. Thus there was no closure

by the Europeans on willingness to accept the ERW. So, after Carter said what he did,
stopping the program, there was a big shock. German Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich
Genscher came running across the Atlantic, terrified that this was going to make Schmidt
look bad or the German government look bad. Genscher was in a different political party
from Schmidt. Carter put to Genscher the direct question, “Are you prepared to deploy
this?” The German answer was, “Only if the Dutch will deploy it.” Next question: “Are the
Dutch prepared to deploy it?” “No.” So Carter says, “All right, then you're not prepared

to deploy it. That's correct? Ok, fine. Then I'll stick with my decision.” The Germans then
went out and said Carter had done this, and Carter had done that, and Carter had done
the other thing. I've never talked to President Carter about it, but | presume what was in
his mind was that enough damage had been done, and that there would be no value in
throwing spitballs back at Schmidt. He kept his mouth shut. So Schmidt got away with the
argument that, somehow, he had been the white knight and Carter had been the villain.
One could understand why the Germans weren't prepared to do this by themselves. One
could understand why the Dutch weren't prepared to do it. The ERW probably should
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have been killed in the first place. After all, it wasn't key to the strategy or the Alliance and
didn't really matter one way or the other. The President's initial instincts finally prevailed,
and he was let down by the Germans, and | guess you could also say the Dutch. But the
conventional wisdom that is propagated by all kinds of people is wrong. | was in a position
to know, and | watched it with a certain amount of disgust, but respected the President's
decision to take the blame for something that wasn't his fault.

Q: People I've interviewed, this is what comes out of our people in Bonn and elsewhere.

HUNTER: He asked a direct question and got a direct answer, and the answer was “No,”
so he said, “Ok, I can't build it.”

Q: Genscher was in for a long time. What was your evaluation of Genscher?

HUNTER: Hard to tell. He was a person who | think did play a very positive role in terms
of inner-German relations, in helping to pave the way for what became the end of the
Cold War in that part of the relationship. He, | think, was positively instrumental in the
early transition period. He was definitely negative in the positions he took with regard to
Yugoslavia. He as much as anybody from the outside world produced the positions that
led to the breakup of Yugoslavia, particularly Slovenia and Croatia.

Q: But this is how many years later?

HUNTER: It was later, yeah. | know a lot of people here still look down their noses at
Genscher, in part because during the Reagan administration he was pro-d#tente. There's
even today a myth that goes around that somehow d#tente was a failure, and it was only
Reagan's robustness that succeeded in producing the collapse of the Soviet Union. |
think d#tente was a success, one of the small handful of great foreign policy successes
in human history, because it took away from the Soviet Union the capacity to argue

that countries and peoples in the Soviet bloc had to stay in line, because there was a
threat from the big, bad Americans. Along with the Helsinki Final Act and similar efforts,
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it helped the rot get really seriously going in the Soviet Union. Now, my view after the

Cold War is, look, there was great value in our having had strength, purpose, plus the

role of the Western economies and the idea of promoting exchanges of information, along
with decisions taken in particular by Gorbachev and policies like d#tente. The CSCE
(Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe) process was much more important
than the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) process - and | said so very early
on — in leading to the collapse of the Soviet Union. D#tente was certainly more important
than the US military buildup in the 1980s. Reagan's rhetoric, if anything, slowed down
change - that is, the effect of the internal rot in the Soviet Union and the communist system
— because it looked again like the US was challenging the security of all these countries:
the great Soviet propaganda tool. In ending the Cold War, | think it was far more the pen
rather than the sword that did it, but, | said after the end of the Cold War, “Let everybody
take credit and move on.” Unfortunately, we're now at a time with the terrorism business
where that debate has been reopened about what caused the collapse of the Soviet
Union, with the hardliners prevailing at this point. | think it's unfortunate the way we're
handling issues of this sort. So my take on Genscher was basically positive. | remember a
wonderful anecdote. | worked for Ted Kennedy, and we went to Bonn, and the government
had just changed, and Genscher replaced another Free Democrat, Walter Scheel, who'd
been there before him as foreign minister. I think Genscher had been interior minister or
something before, and he didn't speak a word of English at that point. He learned English
as time went on. So we're in the room, and he comes into the room, and the interpreter
was late. So here was Ted Kennedy without a word of German, and the German foreign
minister without a word of English, and for three, four, five minutes, they had to try to make
polite conversation with one another without the least comprehension. But they were both
seasoned pros, and they had a wonderful time. It was a kind of wonderful moment until
this very harried interpreter finally ran into the room.

Q: You mentioned with Schmidt that by his, maybe this is the wrong term, but posturing
sort of brought on the missile crisis which dominated certainly the early Reagan period.
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HUNTER: Well the Carter and Reagan periods.

Q: Carter and Reagan. This is the SS-20 and all that. Could you explain what you felt
Schmidt did and how this worked?

HUNTER: One has to understand, and you can say this boldly now that it's in the past,
what the truth was. The truth was that American strategy in Europe was a suicide pact.
We agreed that, if there were a serious Soviet conventional military incursion into Western
Europe, we would initiate the use of nuclear weapons, and that would be suicide. So
deterrence was 100%. In fact, it was organized that there were never enough troops in
Europe to blunt a truly serious conventional attack by the Soviet Union, Warsaw Pact.
There only needed to be enough troops, at one point it was called “tripwire.” At another
point, it was called the “pause” doctrine and then “flexible response.” They talked about
proportionality and the like, the idea that you had to have enough conventional forces to
test the seriousness of aggression on the part of the other guy, before the US would use
its nuclear weapons, not just what they called the “grab for Hamburg” or “salami tactics,”
taking Germany one slice at a time. All these terms that fortunately have been consigned
to the ash heap of history, regarding probably the most dangerous moment in all of human
history, and people on both sides were fortunately smart enough not to let it go to war. The
Germans never wanted sufficient ground forces to be able to prosecute a non-nuclear war,
because that could make war more likely, in terms of Soviet calculations, if the threat of
early use of US nuclear retaliation was not as clearly in the mix; but a war, even without
nuclear weapons, was the end of Germany. It would have still meant the destruction of
West Germany. So German governments were prepared, as a conscious act, to run a
higher risk that any war would be truly catastrophic in order to have a lower risk there'd be
any war at all! That was fundamental. Fundamental to that was the idea that the United
States would be prepared to commit suicide for Europe. That's primarily why we kept for a
while 425,000 or so troops there and later, | seem to recall, 326,272 - | used to know the
number exactly — was the limit for many, many years, plus a lot of civilian dependents.
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They were all “hostages” to American willingness to commit suicide if need be, in order to
deter even a Soviet conventional attack.

Q: | used to be baby birth officer in Frankfurt, my first job, and | was issuing something like
300 birth certificates a month. This gives you an idea of what we were doing there.

HUNTER: Having the dependents there was for reassurance of the American commitment.
We always used to say that convincing the Russians that the United States would use
nuclear weapons, if need be, was the easy part. After all, the more they demonized us, the
more they thought we might actually do this. Since they would be the notional aggressor,
they would have to think about what's the value for them of attacking the West if the
United States does follow through with nuclear weapons, and what are the chances of
America's doing it? The harder part was convincing Allies, in particular the Germans,

that we would do it. We always considered that the harder part. This is all mind games
anyway, it always was. What happened was that the Soviet Union was starting to build
SS-20 ballistic missiles, targeted on Western Europe, not targeted on the United States.
They weren't intercontinental ballistic missiles, | guess you would call them intermediate-
range ballistic missiles. It was kind of a special category of its own. There was no obvious
reason why they were doing it. Maybe they did it just because they could do it, or maybe
they were insecure about the survivability of their ICBMs. Remember, the Cuban Missile
crisis came about in part because John Kennedy had proclaimed in the 1960 presidential
campaign that there was a missile gap. Yes, indeed, there was a missile gap, it was in
our favor! Robert McNamara told Kennedy that very soon after he became President.
The Cuban Missile Crisis could be seen at least in part as the Soviet Union's trying to
balance things off. Whether that's true or not, and maybe it had other qualities, but one

of the problems in strategy always is understanding what the other person is on about.
One of the problems we're having with foreign policy right now in the Middle East is we're
not doing that, once again. We're not trying to think what the other guy is up to. So here
you were, the Soviet Union was building these SS-20s, and the argument was that, since
these would hit Western Europe and not the United States, even though they would Kkill

Interview with The Honorable Robert E. Hunter , 2011 http://www.loc.gov/item/mfdipbib001708



Library of Congress

a lot of Americans, this would enable the early use of nuclear weapons by the Soviet
Union, in ways such that the United States might say to itself “We aren't necessarily
prepared to put our nation at risk.” So Schmidt, in a famous speech at the IISS, raised
these questions, and he raised the ultimate bugaboo of the fundamental strategy - the
fundamental commitment. He argued, in effect, that the United States and Europe might
be “decoupled” from one another, and the United States might not be prepared to honor a
commitment to commit suicide for Europe - though nobody ever used that phrase — and,
hence, that could increase the risks of war or, less than war, of intimidation by the Soviet
Union. Now, the irony is that the amount of destruction would still be horrendous. The idea
that the United States could sit out any such kind of nuclear war limited to Europe was
ultimately ludicrous. Later on, we decided that we needed to deploy weapons in Europe,
the cruise missiles, and the Pershing Il ballistic missile, to be able to hit Soviet targets from
within Europe, as though somehow attacking the Soviet Union from Europe, destroying
Moscow, etcetera, as opposed to doing it from the United States, would be reassuring to
West Europeans, because it would put the United States less at risk and hence we would
be more willing to use them. Even though, as | argued already, there was no way the US
could have avoided being dragged into such a war and suffering cataclysmic destruction.
Have | lost you in the logic train?

Q: A bit, yes.

HUNTER: Well that's the logic train, and you can see how convoluted it gets. Well, having
said that, there was a problem. Not a problem with the Soviets necessarily, unless they
were thinking of doing something which would have been insane, but in order to reassure
people in Western Europe, particularly Germany. Governments were now being stirred
up. This led to a problem, a crisis you can call it, that extended over a period of time. Now,
it could very well have been, as one was creeping up to transformations in transatlantic
relations and a lot of other things, that something else would have come along to lead
some Europeans to wonder about the long-term relationship with the United States, but it
happened to be this particular thing, the SS-20, coupled with the Schmidt speech. Now,
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I'll say something positive about the handling of the crisis. | believe, and | said so at the
time, that the fact we had gone through the neutron bomb crisis, which had been a mess,
helped us successfully in two administrations, Carter and Reagan, to deal with the Euro-
missile issue. It was dealt with successfully. How much risk was involved in it? Historians
can argue about that, but it ended up being dealt with successfully. | don't think we would
have dealt with it successfully, certainly not as successfully, if we hadn't had the neutron
bomb learning lesson first. In fact, at the time | said it's like getting cowpox so you don't
get smallpox later on. We were vaccinated. We'd had a trial run on something that didn't
matter very much, so then, when something came along which did in a far more significant
way seem to cut to the core of the grand bargain, the suicide pact, we did a better job than
| believe we would have done otherwise.

Q: When Schmidt started doing this, their bugaboo was that somehow or other the United
States might stand by and let something happen in Europe. Ours was, correct me if I'm
wrong, that Germany might reach an agreement with the Soviet Union for unification and
neutrality.

HUNTER: Not really. There were always some people around who thought about that, but
it wasn't serious. Nobody of any prominence or sagacity or significance in the government
that | heard of, | never heard it discussed, even though one is always discussing
everything else. What Schmidt did - when he gave his IISS speech — had a long fuse. It
took a while to get going. When it did get going, in part because they were questioning

the reliability of the United States, | suspect the overall questioning about Carter played
into that. His emphasis on human rights, for example. One of the great ironies, and I've
been working on this for 40 years, is that our beloved European Allies — less true now
than since the end of the Cold War, but still not untrue — always no matter how much they
have a problem with a sitting US President, as soon as the new President comes in they
suddenly decide that the previous president was wonderful, and the new guy doesn't know
what he's doing. There was always a crisis of confidence. During the Cold War, you could
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understand it, because their security depended on having US Presidents who would do
and say the right things, full stop.

Q: | talked to people who were in Berlin when the Kennedy administration came in, and
they were nervous as hell because they thought Harriman was making noises, they were
getting wobbly on Berlin.

HUNTER: I've been through it so many times. When Clinton came in, | was not yet in

the government, | said, “Here's what's going to happen, and why you have to deal with
it.” Then we had a visit to Europe by the new Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, in
which he didn't have any answers on Bosnia and, boom, it happened! | was sitting there,
shaking my head, recalling that more-or-less the same thing happened when | was in the
Carter administration, when Mondale went over to Europe right after the Inauguration.

It was not Christopher's fault, he was inadequately prepared, and | said to his people
that you're about to make a mistake, I'd seen it so many times, it happens routinely. So,
then, even before | was formally in the government as ambassador to NATO, | wrote
Christopher's “intervention” for the June Athens NATO foreign ministers' meeting, to try
reestablishing his reputation in Europe. One of the ironies with Carter was that Kissinger
had been in Helsinki in '75 and was deeply faulted by the Europeans, he and Ford, of
course, for not being sufficiently attuned to the human dimensions, and human rights,
and all of the rest of these things. Poor old Kissinger, the one time I'll say something to
feel sorry for him, who worked hard on d#tente and got pilloried from the Right for it, even
though it was the right thing to do, even though it went against maybe some of the things
he really believed, but that's life's ironies. But, anyway, so Kissinger was getting pilloried
for not being forthcoming on human rights and, finally, reluctantly, going along with the
Helsinki Final Act, and here comes a President into power who does exactly what the
Europeans had criticized his predecessor for being reluctant to do a year earlier, and
suddenly that's not what they wanted! “God,” they said, “Carter's going to be for human
rights, he's not going to be for the security things.” It was a little like Bill Clinton, who had
to spend his entire presidency trying to prove that he wasn't anti-military, because of things
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that had happened before he became President, an unfair set of charges. Carter spent
his whole presidency trying to demonstrate that he was strong on security. So that | think
fed the misgivings that were there on the European side about Carter. But when you had
somebody who was throwing gasoline on the fire like Schmidt did, that didn't help.

Q: When Schmidt made this speech and all, was NSC saying, “Oh my God?” You might
say the chattering classes and everything get onto it.

HUNTER: It had a long fuse. It took about a year | guess to catch on, but it put the idea
into play, and it then got reinforced. I'm going to say something that's going to really sound
cynical or callous, but an awful lot of strategic doctrine in the Cold War was mind-playing.
Partly in the belief that you're affecting the mind or behavior of the adversary, but a lot

of it was affecting the mind or the behavior of allies, and also trying to reassure oneself
about certain kinds of positions which, let's face it, were fundamentally insane. Mutually
Assured Destruction was called MAD by some wonderfully unconscious irony. The way |
used to justify it, because none of us were oblivious to this, most people weren't oblivious
to it or were thinking about it, is that nuclear deterrence, the threat to destroy the world

in order to prevent Soviet aggression, was bad, but it would be worse if you actually had

a nuclear war. So one lived with this doctrine and positions and everything built up on it,
but you really could not justify it in terms of any kind of proportionality, and thus cognitive
dissonance was involved. The only redeeming feature that enabled you to preserve your
sanity was to understand that the alternative could very well be worse, to actually have the
war, and that would be even more insane! Fortunately, we're no longer in that era. Let me
just make one editorial point. People today talk about terrorism, or political Islamism, and
things like that, as though they are threats on the order of what we faced in the Cold War,
but, in fact, we are in an era that's so much more salubrious than the previous era, where
one was dealing with the risks of humankind's final war. When you'd have two Air Force
captains sitting in a silo, somewhere, with the capacity to end the world. And a couple of
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Russians, probably, on the other side. Think about that. That was before the weapons got
electronic locks that kept anyone from being able to do that.

Q: One of the things when you had this Mutually Assured Destruction syndrome going
and all, were you sitting in the NSC, and others, getting kind of worried about this elderly
generation in the Kremlin? Who were these guys, and, particularly after Afghanistan,
they're going in '79 into there, were you kind of wondering were these rational people?
Because the whole idea of this balance was premised on people being rational, and not
saying, “Oh, the hell with it, if I've got to go everybody is going to go.”

HUNTER: There had to be a fundamental acceptance that the other side would be rational
about his overall national interest, though there were always a few paranoids around here
who said there might be some madman over there. But one thing that we and the Soviets
were quite careful about was trying to bolster one another's ability to not make mistakes.
For example, satellite imagery. We never interfered with theirs, they never interfered

with ours. It was one of the most important stabilizing things, so you could see what the
other guy was doing and have enough warning time. We then worked on agreements

like Incidents at Sea. These were circuit breakers. That's why there had historically been
limited wars, like the Crimean War. There was understanding on both sides that there are
things you don't do because you don't want to put the other guy in a position where he
might make some truly crazy assessment. One reason we're now having issues with the
concept of deterrence, in regard to some potential countries that might get the bomb, is
because deterrence has as its fundamental predicate that people are ultimately going to
be sane, and that you create processes that make it hard, if anybody is insane, actually
to use the weapons. That's why films like Dr. Strangelove were useful, where you want

to take away from a mad base commander in either country the ability to launch an
attack. You want to build in checks, you want to build in circuit breakers, you want to have
possibilities of communication, so that even if they do something like Afghanistan, that
might seem to us to be stupid, or they might have seen something like Vietham as stupid
— you'd have to ask them — it doesn't get out of hand. One thing that did happen after
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the Soviets invaded Afghanistan was the Carter Doctrine, which | first proposed when |
was in charge of Middle East affairs at the National Security Council. | had a colleague,
Gary Sick, a really highly-qualified Navy intelligence officer, who handled the Iranian
account. | did Persian Gulf security and Arab-Israeli. | figured out early that, while all these
crises were going on, we needed some kind of broader intellectual framework to govern
policy. | collected a team of about four or five people from around the government, and
we met in my office from time to time. Bob Murray, who's head of the Center for Naval
Analysis, today, was one. Also Bob Ames, who was the National Intelligence Officer for
the Middle East at the CIA, who was blown up in Beirut. Outstanding individual. And a
couple or three other people, from the State Department, etc. We came up with not just
the need, but also the framework, for a Carter Doctrine. | sent a short memo to Brzezinski,
and suggested this, and he said, “Do me a memo, laying it all out.” So | started to write a
memo, and | said to myself, “What the hell,” | wrote it as a speech and sent it to Brzezinski.
He had to go into a meeting with the President on the 1980 State of the Union. There

was a State Department draft, which was put forward as the foreign policy part of the
State of the Union, and Carter read the two drafts and said, “I'll go with this one,” meaning
mine. So | remember going to the White House speechwriter, Rick Hertzberg, who was

in a state of shock, because he had to start fresh with what | had written. Then the key
operational paragraph — which says to the Soviets don't screw with Iran, in effect that's
what it says — Brzezinski put in as the key element. | had the inspiration for the doctrine
and got the basic framework and basic writing, and then Zbig gave it the direct toughness
it required to be real. In fact, on the wall behind you, | have the key paragraphs from the
1980 State of the Union. Here was the remarkable thing about it, a coherent strategic
perspective that is disparaged, today, when we are doing so much in the Middle East
without a strategic framework. Where propaganda is dominating rather than insight.

Here we were in the middle of the Iranian hostage crisis, and here was the President of
the United States taking a broader view, saying in effect — it's couched in less precise
language but unmistakable language — if the Soviet Union moves from Afghanistan into
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Iran, it'll have a fight with us. And that was a time when the Iranians were ticking us off, but
it was still in our fundamental strategic interest. The Carter Doctrine.

Q: You moved from German affairs in the NSC?

HUNTER: From West European affairs. | was director. Today we have a high falutin' name
- Special Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Western Europe. Then, it

was just a matter of “clusters” that Zbig put together, and | was in charge of the Western
European account and didn't have a title. | made up a title as Director of West European
affairs, so people would understand it. Since then, it's been grade inflation. When | worked
in the Johnson White House, there was the President of the United States and he had
seven special assistants, six of whom had one deputy. | was deputy to Doug Cater, and
McGeorge Bundy had a handful of people who made up the National Security Council
staff. Today, every typist, practically, is a Special Assistant to the President. Grade
inflation. [laughter]

So | was the number one in the West European cluster, which also included Yugoslavia
as part of the West rather than Central or Eastern Europe. | was involved in lots of things.
| kept the green eyeshade people from cutting $125 million a year for Portugal that we'd
promised in aid to a thing called the Luso-American Development Foundation, because we
don't directly pay “rent” for bases in allied countries, like the one in the Azores. | arranged
the first-ever presidential visit to the European Commission in Brussels and created the
semi-annual US summits with what is now the EU. They still happen, though now only
once a year. | directed the '78 NATO summit in Washington. | ran presidential visits to
France and Germany. | did a lot of work on Germany, on Berlin, including one time where
a Pole hijacked a LOT airliner and made the pilot take him to the airport in West Berlin,

in the US Sector. Ordinarily, the West Germans would have just sent him home, but he
had shot someone on the plane; so they said to us, “You're the Occupying Power, it's
your problem!” So | had to organize a legal proceeding, we'd never had to do it before in
Berlin, and it got caught up in all of the rigmarole about the end of World War 1l rights of
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the Occupying Powers. That got me working on the problems that came out of the war;
and | got some of the old laws repealed, like one that only let the US Army - no Germans
— water ski in Bavaria or hunt deer.

| also set the ball rolling to repeal the act which said that no one who had been

a Communist could come to the US; this was a way of working against the Euro-
communists, in fact. | worked with Dick Gardner, our Ambassador to Italy, on language

to oppose the Euro-Communists coming into the Italian government, in a way that the

US couldn't get blamed for it, but the process could be pushed forward of separating
these people even more from Moscow. | drafted presidential letters to European leaders
and Pope John-Paul Il. And a friend in White House presidential personnel said to me

one day: “Isn't it about time we had a Catholic as ambassador to the Vatican?” | agreed.
“Any ideas?” | said, right off the top of my head, “How about Robert Wagner?” He'd been
mayor of New York. So that happened. Sometimes it's easy. | also got the president's
agreement to return the Crown of St. Stephen to Hungary, to give nationalism a push.

The bureaucrats and the naysayers walked it back, so it took another year or so until the
crown actually went to Budapest. | got the administration to agree to a joint executive
branch-congressional Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, the only cross-
branch body that exists, at least up 'til then. And | was White House backstop to former
Supreme Court Justice Arthur Goldberg, who was our representative to the CSCE Review
Conference in Belgrade. Three years later, he gave away the bride when Shireen and | got
married, on Bastille Day, 1980.

Then Bill Quandt, after Camp David, decided to leave the government just after the time
of the signing of the treaty between Israel and Egypt, and Zbig needed a replacement.
The irony was what happened with these accidental things: Zbig turned to one of the other
people on the staff, who was doing intelligence, Sam Hoskinson, and said, “I'd like you to
replace Quandt.” Sam had a lot of background in the Middle East, | think he was former
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CIA. He said, “Well, gee, thanks very much, Dr. Brzezinski, but | was just about to come
and see you. I'm going off to work for Governor Connelly for President against Carter.”

Q: The governor of Texas.

HUNTER: The opposite party. So suddenly Zbig had a problem. He not only had one guy
leaving, but the chosen successor was going to go off and work for Connelly. He had to
get this buttoned up right away. So he and his deputy, David Aaron, said, “Who've we
got?” and so | got called in and told “I want you to be head of the Middle East shop.” | said,
“Can | think about it?” and Zbig said “No. It's 'yes' or “no." | said “Ok, yes.” So it happened
just like that. In part because | had a very strong background in the Middle East. I'd worked
on Arab-Israeli issues going back to the Six-Day War, I'd worked on Persian Gulf, etcetera,
so | had a very strong background in it.

Q: When you talk about the Middle East, was there a completely different compartment
that was dealing with the Iran business?

HUNTER: No, there were two of us, together, Gary Sick and me. People sometimes find
it hard to believe that an NSC staff can be as small as it is, and Zbig's was one of the
smaller ones. There were a few folks detailed from other government agencies wandering
around, but it was really just two of us handling the Middle East, just as there'd been four
of us handling Europe, and that stretched all the way through the Soviet Union. So | was
nominally number one in overall charge, but Gary had been handling the Iran account,
and he continued to handle the Iran account. | kind of watched what was going on, but

he was the one who dealt with it and interacted with the President on Iran. It worked
effectively that way. But | had the rest of the region, which was Arab-Israeli plus Persian
Gulf security, and also North Africa.
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Q: Right after Camp David, this was by all accounts very successful and all, but what were
we looking at? Was it just implementing, or how to build on the success and get Jordan
and others, Lebanon?

HUNTER: There were different perspectives. President Carter saw this as only step one
in fulfilling the requirements of the famous UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and

338, to try to get full peace. He started out with the most important, clearly not the most
difficult, but the most important strategic piece, which was peace between Israel and
Egypt, where Sadat went to Jerusalem. Some people say, and | was not working on the
Middle East at that point, so maybe | have more objectivity, since my own reputation is
not at stake. People say, “Oh, Carter had failed with this, and so in frustration Sadat went
off to Jerusalem.” | saw it at the time; it was exactly the opposite. Because Carter had
created a situation which had an opportunity to work, Sadat did what he did. Incidentally,
we calculated, we analyzed, whether or not Sadat ever pronounced on this, that he had
run the '73 war in order to show that he had guts, so that he could then make peace in
order to rescue his country from this conundrum of having to look like he was an Arab

in fighting Israel, which didn't really matter much to him. The Egyptians always have this
duality. They're Arabs when it's useful, they're not Arabs when it's not useful. | remember
being with Sadat with Ted Kennedy, it was about '73 or '74. At one point in the meeting, at
Sadat's home at the Barrages, outside of Cairo, Kennedy raised the issue of Saudi Arabia.
And Sadat said, “Saudi Arabia? Who are they? They are these people who came out of
the desert. But | am Egypt.” You heard the whole Pharaonic thing, you know. So the Israeli
strategic calculation was that the only country that could make war potentially successfully
was Egypt. If you took Egypt out of the military balance, any rationally-calculated Arab
attack on Israel dropped virtually to the vanishing point. | say rationally, there's always
irrationality. After all, since Israel had beaten all comers with Egypt in the military balance,
nothing was going to happen with Egypt out of the balance. So it was very important for
Begin and Israel to do this. Carter saw that as the first step and in fact he, to this day, and
you could talk to him about it, has indicated a sense of betrayal. | wasn't at Camp David,
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but people support what I'm about to say, that there was an agreement by Begin to see
real progress on the Palestinian question, and there was supposedly an agreement by
Sadat that he was going to go and engage the King of Jordan. Some say in retrospect —
and | can't really judge because | wasn't there, | was still doing Europe — that maybe King
Hussein should have been at Camp David. I'd say probably not, it was tough enough as it
was. Well, Sadat didn't go to King Hussein. The thing that Begin had promised Carter was
he'd stop settlement activity. That's what Carter says. In fact, during the 1980 campaign, |
remember Carter met with a group of rabbis in the Old Executive Office Building. He said
it to them directly, “Begin made me this promise.” It was kind of a bold thing to say. He felt,
at least as far as | can judge, betrayed on this. Carter was bound and determined that he
was going to move forward on the Palestinian issue.

So talks were created on autonomy for the West Bank and Gaza, and Carter was shrewd
enough to pick somebody who had both been highly successful, was considered a miracle
worker, and also came out of the Jewish community, to cover that base, Bob Strauss. As
secular as they come, incidentally. Bob Strauss fit the bill. Then when Strauss went off to
run the political campaign, Carter brought in Sol Linowitz, another person of distinction.
Actually a person of much more diplomatic experience. Different personalities. Both highly
skilled individuals. Very highly skilled people. And there was an ambassador, Jim Leonard,
appointed to be on the ground as the deputy, and a small team was put together, and |
was the National Security Council representative on Strauss' and then Linowitz' team. |
went to see Strauss the day he was appointed. I'd had enough background in Democratic
Party politics. I'd worked for Humphrey at the National Committee when Strauss was
treasurer, for example. | liked to believe | got along with Strauss in part because | had
some political sense rather than just foreign policy sense, to the extent | have any of
either. Carter was bound and determined to move this thing forward and it was, | guess,

a tragedy at the end of his presidency that he ran out of time before he had a chance to
move this further. To continue to fulfill what was really an American strategic interest.

You can say, if you take a step back, that the real strategic requirement for the United
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States, the compulsion, was the Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty because, by removing the risk
of a calculated, rational war, as opposed to somebody starting something which Israel
would just smack them down real quick, the chances of escalating to a confrontation
with the Soviet Union went to zero, and that was for us the big strategic requirement. In
fact, from that moment until 9/11 and certainly after the collapse of the Soviet Union, US
engagement in Arab-Israeli peacemaking was not a strategic but a discretionary act, a
good thing to do. Ancillary benefits. But it hasn't been something with the compulsion
that it had during the era, where a miscue or war could lead to a US-Soviet nuclear
confrontation, as may or may not have happened in '73. Now, after 9/11, Arab-Israeli
peacemaking is again a strategic requirement, but there was that period from '79 until
'91 in which a few things happened, some useful things, but it was because we cared for
Israel, we didn't want people to die, and you wanted to increase American standing, but
these weren't vital strategic issues.

Q: How did you view after Camp David the leadership of Begin and all? Where were the
Israelis going?

HUNTER: I've been in the game long enough to be a realist. You deal with what you have
to deal with in terms of leaders of other countries. In fact, | remember when Begin became
prime minister, and he replaced a very popular Israeli ambassador here, named Eppy
Evron, with a real hard-liner, Meir Rosen. A lot our people bemoaned that. | said “No,

you want an ambassador who is going honestly to reflect the views of the person you're
dealing with, not somebody whom you like and who might try to please you. You want
accuracy of information.” We suffered from that with the ambassador the Shah of Iran

had here, who kept feeding us a lot of phony bumf. Ardeshir Zahedi, who ladled caviar all
over town. | used to enjoy the caviar that you'd get when you'd go and dine there, but he
was essentially useless as somebody who could have helped his country at that particular
time. It's always very important to have ambassadors who are a true reflection of what
the hell is going on. That's what the term “ambassador’” means, after all. In making peace
with Egypt, Begin had achieved what he needed to achieve, strategically, which was
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promoting the security of the state of Israel, and he was deeply committed to it. That's his
job. Obviously, he was less concerned about working out deals with other countries or the
Palestinians. Syria would have been a good thing if something could have happened, or
Jordan if something could have happened, but the Palestinians — given the very deep
Israeli association with what they called Judea and Samaria, others would call it the West
Bank — clearly this was not something that was driving him. But the autonomy talks were
convened, and diplomacy went back and forth, and there was a reasonable college try, but
Israel did not have a strategic interest in moving in that direction at the price that it would
probably have had to pay. That's their calculation to make.

Q: How much did the Iranian hostage crisis inhibit what else we were doing [in the
region]?. There was so much public attention to this.

HUNTER: Interesting question. Well, it clearly colored how we looked at the rest of the
region, because there was a very deep concern about the export of the Iranian Revolution.
One of the striking things, today, is that nobody thinks about that. People talk about
terrorism and all that, but certainly, if anybody's going to be a terrorist, it's not by looking
to Tehran for inspiration, as opposed to what it may do to support terrorists with practical
help. In fact, that went into the waste basket pretty quickly, and it didn't take too many
years, as people suddenly decided they didn't want to live like the Iranians were living
[laughter], so it had a very short half-life, and the Iranians were also Shiites and not
Sunnis. Most of the areas that we were concerned about happened to be Sunni, except
for some of the oil-producing areas. God gave most of the oil to the Shiites! The Iranian
Revolution and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan were the reasons that we created

the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Forces, and why we got some military facility rights

in various places and deployed forces and put things into Diego Garcia and did a lot of
other things. Then in the next administration, the Reagan administration tilted heavily
towards Iraq, after Iraq started the war against Iran. | saw something the other day where
somebody had written about Iranian aggression against Iragq. No. Saddam invaded, taking
advantage of the circumstances. In the Carter Administration, we were very studious about
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keeping the hell out of that. It was the Reagan administration that came in and gave all
the help to Saddam, including Rumsfeld, who was the guy who arranged for the transfer
of germs from the Centers for Disease Control. The US gave Saddam intelligence on
bombing targets, we turned a blind eye on the use of gas and other outrageous acts.
Then we're stunned when the USS Stark was attacked by an Iragi missile, which | have
never believed was a mistake. | believe it was Saddam showing that he was in control.
We said, “What a terrible mistake, gosh, apologize and it will be OK.” But in the Carter
administration, we tried, | think, to have a broader framework for this. The striking thing is
that Arab-Israeli peacemaking wasn't affected by the Iranian hostage crisis. It was running
on its own steam. It was a tiny team of people, and one of the things that amazed me
was in going from Europe to the Middle East. When you worked on Europe, everybody
was in your business, everybody wanted part of the action; and also they liked going to
the great watering holes on the Continent! But the Middle East tends to be a loser, as

a set of issues and as a career, beyond those who make a life's work of it, like the so-
called Arabists. Europe is also multi-faceted, so broad. We got into Arab-Israeli policy,
and there were eight people who did it. The President, the Vice President, Brzezinski,
once in a while David Aaron, but very rarely, Bob Strauss, the Secretary Of State, and
the Assistant Secretary of State for the Near East and his deputy, and me. What's that,
eight, nine people? That was it. That was the team that did the policy. It was quite an
experience, because you go to these meetings in the Situation Room, and sometimes
the President was there, sometimes not, and that was the team that did it. Because the
President was so deeply committed to it, and he saw it morally. They'd gotten something
for the Israelis, he now wanted to get something for the Palestinians, but also it was a
fundamental perspective on taking a problem off the table for the United States.

Q: What was your impression of how the president viewed the Palestinians, and a
potential state, and the Israeli treatment thereof?

HUNTER: Well, the state for Palestinians was way down the road. It wasn't in play. The
methodology then and now is what's called step-by-step, within the framework of UNSC
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Resolutions 242 and 338, which is that you've got a goal, it's kind of generalized, and 242
was written to be generalized. In fact, there is a famous phrase there, as it was negotiated,
that Israel shall withdraw “from territories,” English edition — that can be some of them

or all of them, it's ambiguous — while in the other official UN languages, beginning with
French, Israel will withdraw from les territoires, from THE territories, all of them, Ok?

A totally different meaning, and both are equally authentic. It was written that way to
satisfy both sides. Ok, fine. So this is a goal, it's maybe a little UN legal document, but

it's a direction to go on. So step-by-step was you do one little piece, people get used to

it, then you do another little piece, and the idea is that, by the time you get three pieces
down the road, people forget about what they were squabbling about in piece number
one, because it gets accepted. So you keep doing this, incrementally. The idea in 1979
was autonomy. If you could get autonomy for the Occupied Territories or Administered
Territories, depending on who's saying it — Israelis said administered, the Egyptians said
occupied... Incidentally, the Egyptians did the negotiating, not the Jordanians, because
Sadat didn't want the Jordanians to do it, in part because the Egyptians wanted not only
to keep control, but they wanted to keep American friendship and the money flowing, you
know? They didn't want the money to go to somebody else.

Q: This was a very handsome payout which continues today.

HUNTER: Cheap at the price, some people would say. So the idea was, as you know,
even dealing directly with the PLO (Palestinian Liberation Organization) was an absolute
no-no. There was the famous incident of Andrew Young, US ambassador to the United
Nations, who on a Sunday afternoon was with his son walking past the apartment of

the PLO representative to the UN and dropped in for a chat, right? He reported back to
Washington that he'd done that, and he got tapped on the wrist. Probably not a good thing
to do, but it was just a social call. Then he told the Israeli ambassador to the UN that it
hadn't been a social call at all, but that he'd deliberately gone to see the PLO guy and

had actually been doing some negotiating. Then the Israeli ambassador was in touch with
the State Department, through his mission here, and the Secretary of State said “No, no
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it was just a social call, Andy told me so.” The Israeli said “No, no, he just told our guy
something else.” Cyrus Vance was not amused. So Andy had to go. That's when Don
McHenry took over at the UN. But this shows you the state of play, where you could not
have any relationship with the PLO. It's a long way from there to now, where the first
President who has taken a clear-cut stand on the two-state solution is George W. Bush,
the current president. Bill Clinton floated the idea, but this guy, President Bush, with the
Road Map, is the first one that actually said that, in a speech on June 11, 2002. So that's
what we were working towards, towards autonomy.

Q: How was Arafat considered at the time you were?
HUNTER: Not somebody we could deal with.
Q: Was it just because he was the head of PLO or was it because Arafat was Arafat?

HUNTER: Both. You know, we didn't trust him, then, and people didn't trust him later. The
Egyptians were the ones who did the negotiating for the Palestinians, but everybody knew
that when anything was discussed, their people would run around the corner and talk to
Arafat about it. We did talk to Palestinians. Palestinians who, in fact, I'm sure some were
actually members of the PLO, but, so long as they were part of the Egyptian delegation, no
one checked their credentials at the door.

Q: So an Arab was an Arab even if they were Egyptian or Palestinian.

HUNTER: As long as they were Egyptians. In theory, as long as they could be represented
as Egyptians or with the Egyptians and, in effect, if | may be ironic about it, as long as they
were kosher. Thus nobody on the US side committed a crime or anything.

Q: What about the, | guess you would call it, the Jewish lobby, the Israeli lobby, all that,
during this time. What sort of a role, particularly politically, domestically within the States,
how did this impact on you at all?
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HUNTER: Well, at that particular time, Carter was doing things which were highly popular
in Israel and hence highly popular with the Jewish community, here, in terms of helping
Israel get peace with Egypt. With autonomy, that process was also blessed by Israel,

and so there was no particular tension there. The moment | took over the Middle Eastern
portfolio, | did the rounds. | had done this when | worked for Ted Kennedy, beforehand,
which is | went to see the leadership of the Jewish community. | saw a whole host of
people, so they could see me and talk with me and make sure that they understood
where | was coming from and what my views were, and commitments, and being for what
was best for America, and here's what we're trying to do and all that. | do that always,
because you don't want people to go around wondering who you are and looking at the
color of your eyes and the like. A whole host of people. On top of which, there was a
representative to the American Jewish community in the White House. There were two of
them. Ed Sanders, at one point, who was from California, who was head of a couple of
the national Jewish groups, AIPAC and the Conference of Presidents [of Major American
Jewish Organizations]. Then Al Moses, later head of the American Jewish Committee
and ambassador to Romania, succeeded him. They were on the White House staff
handling liaison with the Jewish leadership. | created very close partnerships with them.
Incidentally, Marc Grossman, who later became undersecretary of state, was a Foreign
Service Officer on detail, | think to Al Moses. Marc Ginsberg, who had been a prot#g# of
mine in the Kennedy office, was also part of it. Ned Walker, who later became head of
the Middle East Institute, was also involved in our team. So | worked very closely with Ed
Sanders and Al Moses, because the last thing you want to do is have surprises. | have
found that, in dealing with various interest groups, including the Jewish leadership, is that
if you sit down and talk with people, you tell them what you're doing, you engage them,
you bring them in, you schmooze about what the problems are and the dilemmas and
the choices are, you'll get as much support as possible. With regard to autonomy [for the
West Bank and Gaza], since we were working directly with the Israeli government to make
sure something would fly and could work, | don't think we had any serious problems. The
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serious problem, of course, came with the famous vote at the United Nations on the 29th
of February of 1980, | remember.

Q: What was the issue?

HUNTER: Before talking about that....I like to think | was reasonably successful because
I've been involved with the Arab-Israeli thing for quite some time, for more than a decade
at that point. | had demonstrated certain kinds of commitments, which included the
fulfillment of UNSCR 242, and | had good standing with the Israelis and good standing on
the Arab side, as well. In fact, | think I'm one of a handful of people who've managed over
the years to keep credibility with each side, without getting labeled as a tool of the opposite
side. Israel's success and security matter a lot to me, as they do to a lot of Americans.
Seeing the Arab-Israeli conflict come to an end and Palestinians being able to live out
their lives in a positive way is also something very important. So that was one of the ways

| think | was able to be effective at that time. You raised a question about the so-called
Israel lobby. One of the things, if you're going to try to get something done in foreign
affairs, you've got to deal with reality. The reality is that a lot of things are embedded in our
domestic politics. For example, there were the Four Horsemen, who finally were able to
get American policy around to a particular point in regard to Northern Ireland and knocked
out NORAID. They did so by working effectively with the Irish community. So part of what
we were trying to do here was to ensure that, as we moved this process forward, we
weren't going to hit any fault lines that would destroy everything. | think Carter was very
effective at that.

But the big moment occurred because we were in an election year, and these votes
were taking place at the UN, a succession of resolutions. We had an ambassador to the
UN, Don McHenry, who was critical of the Israelis and who was quite sympathetic to the
Palestinians. | think he got the balance wrong. In fact, he was quite regularly looking for
opportunities to take shots at the Israelis in ways that | and others didn't think was useful.
The way it often works is that, at the final moment in a negotiation — and this is the way
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all these Arab-Israeli things work, including with Begin in regard to the Egypt-Israel Treaty
— was that we laid down a final draft that did it. The argument the President uses at the
end is to ask: “Is issue X so important to you as to be worth not getting peace?” That's
what you do at that point. But here was this loose cannon up in New York. It got so bad
that, | remember, it got to the point they had to require that all of McHenry's speeches
and UN statements be cleared at the White House, because some things he was saying
just were unhelpful. Diplomats are supposed to do things that are helpful and not things
that are going to make themselves feel good or get themselves popular with particular
constituencies. | remember one draft speech was so outrageous, the stuff McHenry
wanted to say, that | marked it up and took it over to the Vice President, Fritz Mondale,
with whom | worked very closely on these things, and had for years, with some suggested
changes. Mondale took that draft statement to be made by our UN representative into the
President, and the President initialed each of the changes, to direct McHenry not to say
certain things which were just explosive and just stupid. So that was quite something. But
on this particular occasion, February 29, there was a resolution being considered by the
UN Security Council, and, obviously, we would not want to have to abstain or certainly
not veto it if you can help it. We wanted to be able to vote positively on some things.
There were a couple of offending passages in this particular draft resolution. But | had the
assurance from the particular responsible senior person at the State Department, a deputy
assistant secretary, who was in charge, that these two passages had been removed from
the draft. Somebody who was not straightforward with me, and with the pace of things,

it wasn't possible to see the actual text, and so | said, “All right, if those are out, on that
condition you can go forward.” Well, they hadn't been taken out, and our ambassador
voted for it, as he obviously wanted to do, and all hell broke loose, as you know. Carter in
effect said “That's not my wish, and | would change our position.” Then the critics got him
for being inconsistent. It was just before the New York primary, etcetera, it had an impact.

Interview with The Honorable Robert E. Hunter , 2011 http://www.loc.gov/item/mfdipbib001708



Library of Congress

Q: Wasn't there any effort to, if you've got an ambassador who's off the range, and Don
McHenry didn't come with any particular political background, he came from the ranks of
the State Department.

HUNTER: Yeah, he was career.

Q: I would have thought that they could have said well, let's have somebody else. Wasn't
that a consideration?

HUNTER: He got the job because Andy Young had to go, because he misled Cy Vance,
and McHenry, the deputy, had just negotiated a standoff over some Russian on a Soviet
airliner at JFK, so they just went with him, in part because he was also African-American,
as was the guy who just got fired.

Q: During the election period of 1980, did you feel a panic coming on, or concern about the
election and how foreign affairs was playing in the game?

HUNTER: No, we thought we were going to win. That's a short answer. The longer answer
IS quite obviously that the Iranian situation clearly was having a political impact. There's
no question about that. Whether people worked harder at the hostage crisis because the
President's political fate was at stake, nobody could ever tell. | do know that those of us
who were working on these issues didn't wake up every morning and say, “By God, I've
got to get this thing solved now because we've got an election coming.” We thought we
were going to win the election. In fact, the reason Carter lost the election was because of
the economy, the double digit inflation, unemployment, and interest rates. Some of the
worst things. Yes, it is true that he made a particular announcement on an element of
the negotiations on the Iranian hostage crisis on the morning of the Wisconsin primary,
and there were some other things done related to the election, but those of us who were
working the issue, even though I've got a lot of political experience, we were doing our
best just to get these people out. The person who did take the US election seriously was
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clearly the Ayatollah Khomeini, who held off until he got rid of Jimmy Carter to resolve the
crisis.

Q: Did you have any feel for the Reagan people?

HUNTER: Let me just say one other thing. Obviously, as well, the Autonomy Talks closed
down as we got into the election season, because there was a political question there, but
it wasn't decided by Carter, it was decided by Sadat. Sadat, you can check the date, April
or May or whatever it was, called off any further effort on the Autonomy Talks. Most people
said, “Oh, Sadat has given up on Begin, blah blah blah.” | was convinced that it was quite
the opposite. That he was trying to protect Carter from having to take political risks in the
negotiations that might cause Carter to lose the election, because Sadat wanted him to
win, because Carter was the guy who was most likely to do something effective. In my
judgment at the time, Sadat had miscalculated. Carter wanted the process to go forward
and was prepared to do what was necessary to see whether he could get some success,
he was so deeply committed to it emotionally, morally, and strategically for the United
States. Carter was a guy who maybe should have thought politically more often, from the
point of view of his own survival. But here's a guy who thought about what's best for the
United States. That was his first thing always, and you saw it in everything he did. Sorry,
what was your question?

Q: My question was, in something like this, did you have any contact with the Reagan
people? The idea of saying this is something we, the United States, are trying to do. Or
was this very much a them and us?

HUNTER: Not from the perspective of people in power. That is, our people. As you know,
the idea of contacts with the other side, the other nominee, has a very highly regulated
history, the way it's dealt with. I've been on both sides of this for many, many campaigns.
Which is that, if you're on the outside running against the ones who are in, how much do
you want to be privy to what's going on? At one level, you want to be taken seriously. You
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would like, if you're a patriot, and we presume they all are patriots, to know enough, so you
don't do something really stupid, say something really stupid that could upset a sensitive
negotiation or something like that. At the same time, you don't want to be told so much
that, if you then go out and blast the administration for something it's doing, you can be
accused of having compromised secrets. “We already told him something, he knows that's
not true.” So it's a balance to be struck. Every campaign goes through it the same way.
Every administration that I've known about, at least on the Democratic side of the house,
if somebody asks, you say, “Sure, I'll give briefings to people.” That's what you do. The
country comes first. Also, you do want to co-opt the other side, if you can, so they won't
say as much. It's true that that's part of it, but also so they know enough so they won't

do or say something stupid that could be damaging to the country. | cannot remember
whether Reagan accepted the briefings or not. But certainly not any of us worker-bees
would have done them. As | say, it's highly formalized and highly regularized, and maybe
the Director of Central Intelligence will go and brief, that sort of thing. I've been involved

in that in at least three or four campaigns now, the ones I've been involved in, helping

to make those decisions and judging what's the relative balance. But any administration
that's smart is going to say, “Ok, candidates want to come in, we'll give them a briefing.
They've got the clearances.” I'd have to think, but | don't know of any leader who has
betrayed that trust.

Q: This is probably a good place to stop and we'll pick this up the next time when Carter
lost, sort of what did you do in this period until the Reagan administration came in. Your
impression of things you were dealing with, how the Reagan administration initially dealt
with these things, and how it seized control, and then what you did. Ok?

**%x

Q: Ok, today is the 21st of June, 2006. Bob, Reagan won in 1980. So he came in in
January of '81.
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HUNTER: January 20th, high noon.
Q: And what happened one minute after high noon?

HUNTER: | don't think | mentioned, | was one of the last people out of the White House.
We had to be out of there before high noon, the moment that Reagan would be sworn

in. | left about 20 minutes to twelve. In fact, one of my colleagues on the domestic side,
Tom Beard, turned in his pass, went out the Southwest Gate and realized he'd left
something on his desk, turned right around to go back, and they wouldn't let him back

in the gate. In fact, it was striking — | don't know whether | mentioned this to you before
— the presidency is not a continuing institution. Presidential papers disappear. The

State Department does keep its papers. The Reagan people were very scrupulous about
cleaning out all of us who worked at the NSC. | actually tendered my resignation because
| was political and | considered that leaving was the natural thing. When they called me

in to fire me — Bud Nance, the new Deputy National Security Adviser, who was a vice
admiral of towering ignorance, didn't know the first thing about anything that | could see
— | told him I'd already resigned. But there were some people who wanted to stay on who
got booted, which was unfortunate. When Carter started, he kept people on. Brzezinski
kept some people on for continuity. In fact, with all the presidential papers disappearing,

| was allowed to leave for my successor on the Middle East only an unclassified copy of
the Camp David Accords, and this was the last day of the hostage crisis, and in the middle
of everything else, like the Autonomy Talks for the West Bank and Gaza. Everything

else was gone. Fortunately, my successor, Geoffrey Kemp, was a very close friend of
mine. He called me in and said “What do | need to know?” | remember two things | told
him. | said, “One is that the Iraqgis are building a nuclear reactor. If we don't do something
about it, the Israelis will. Second, we are overstressing Anwar Sadat. If we don't back off
a little bit, somebody's going to kill him.” New administrations have trouble coping. So |
was unemployed for a time. Actually, not being a lawyer — one of the wonderful things
was that all my lawyer friends went back to their law firms — | was fortunate to get a job
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at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, which my friend Edward Luttwak
organized. We go back a long way. He's well known in the strategic community. Extremely
intelligent individual, and highly irascible. A fun human being. So | went to work at CSIS
on both Europe and the Middle East, because those are the areas I'd worked on at the
government. | was there for twelve years.

Q: Could you explain sort of the origins of CSIS and what role it played. | mean, a place
like the American Enterprise Institute, which is sort of the conservative holding tank, and
the Brookings Institution, which is sort of more kind of from the left. There are other ones
around here, but CSIS... what was its origin and when you went there initially where did it
fit in the Washington game?

HUNTER: One has to be a little careful about trying to over-characterize the political
orientation of different places. | would say Brookings is more dead-center. CSIS was
created by David Abshire, a former Army officer who had held other government jobs,
and Admiral Arleigh Burke. It started out as a one-room think tank. Originally, it was

tied to Georgetown University. It went independent of Georgetown while | was there,
about 1984 or '85 because the good Fathers at Georgetown thought CSIS was too
conservative, so they went their separate ways. | guess when | went there, CSIS was still
quite conservative. | was kind of the token liberal, along with Zbig Brzezinski, who was a
high-flyer, obviously. They had some high-flyers, Kissinger, Brzezinski, and some others,
like Jim Schlesinger, who was another very impressive person. David Abshire is a hard
person to say “No” to. He is still going strong at, | guess, about 80 now. He now heads
the Center for the Study of the Presidency and the Congress, and he's also one of the
world's great fundraiser. One of a very rare breed of people who actually enjoy raising
money. CSIS was fairly small when | went there. By the time | left, it was a lot larger and
had repositioned itself from being quite conservative to being, | would say, almost dead-
center. Today, I'd say it's about there now. It's got its first Democratic president in John
Hamre, formerly Deputy Secretary of Defense. In between Abshire and Hamre was Bob
Zoellick, who just resigned as Deputy Secretary of State [and is now President of the
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World Bank]. One of those curious things, he got let go by CSIS because he got in trouble
with Abshire, but that enabled him to become a government employee. He lucked out. So
that's about where CSIS was positioned. It had a formula. David Abshire's magic formula
was to bring together smart people, who did research, did writing, a lot of writing, with
people in the business community who wanted to play in Washington. He brought them
together especially with people from Capitol Hill. Abshire had been, at some point in his
career, Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Affairs. He brought this experience
with him in the development of CSIS. So that was the formula. Get people to give money
so they could play in Washington and sustain serious research, a lot of outreach, and
engagement with people in Congress. That was the magic formula. Abshire started from
nothing. Unlike Brookings, which has a huge endowment.

Q: Question | ask of people who serve in these think tanks. All these papers are being
written, and my experience is that so few of my colleagues who are dealing with problems
get much of a chance to read things outside of the telegrams that come in and all. What's
your impression of this?

HUNTER: | think it's kind of a complicated subject, and | don't have a conclusive view,
because different people will look at this differently. But | have been in a number of think
tanks. | have served in the administration three times at a very senior level. I've also
worked on Capitol Hill for a senior member of the Senate, Ted Kennedy. | think that for
people who are in government, there's very rarely an impact of a think tank directly on
their own thinking. Very rarely. But when they get involved in outside studies, it's often to
explain to people what they're doing, rather than to learn things from it. There are always
exceptions. The article that jumps out at you, or the particular meeting in which you come
away with an idea. On Capitol Hill, perhaps this happens a bit more so because they don't
have the levers of power, and they're always poaching from outside and are constantly
looking for ideas to take on the administration or to make their own mark. They're not
going to be able to do so much about things, but they can at least talk about things. So
when you're on Capitol Hill, a staff person, particularly, but also members, you probably
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learn more and gain more from think tanks than does somebody in the administration.
Where this system does play a very important role, you already said, is as holding tanks.
People stay in Washington who know something about what it is to run government,
rather than being totally dispersed to the four winds, helping to train the next generation
in the pragmatic arts of making policy. It also helps people figure out what may need

to be done in the future, if and when they get back into government. Henry Kissinger's
famous line, he said, “I lived off the intellectual capital | brought to my government job.” It
also is a way of recruiting people, bringing them into the establishment, in foreign affairs,
particularly, in national security, with its military side, perhaps a little less so. There is an
Establishment. It is largely open, anybody can join it. But it is the pool of people, two to
three thousand people, from whom all but maybe the top cabinet jobs in foreign policy and
national security get recruited. Generally the top cabinet jobs, as well. You kind of have
to be in that Establishment, with rare exceptions. Now there's a broad gauge. There's all
the way from the left to the far right, but there is a kind of a fraternity and sorority. Beyond
that, the think tanks are part of a process of enabling us to, | won't say reach consensus,
but let's say reach broad understandings on issues. At least what the issues are, in order
to help us govern. We are maybe unique, but when the new government comes in, the
new administration, we fire everybody at the top. Six thousand jobs, gone. The new
President might keep a few people on, but that's the number of Presidentially-nominated
and Senate-confirmable jobs, with all the people being replaced in foreign affairs and
national security just as much as anywhere else. The Reagan National Security Adviser
started fresh. Most National Security Councils start fresh. Even when Reagan gave way to
Bush, a lot of new people came in, they cleaned house.

Q: It was not that friendly a spilit.

HUNTER: Sure, well, of course. People in the top jobs at State, Defense, certainly on

the civilian side, are all replaced. The military takes longer to turn over. Probably less at
the CIA, except at the top. So you've got a bunch of novices coming in. So how do you
govern? You do it in part because people have been in government jobs before and come
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back. The new leadership may reach out to someone who's had a job. Or people who've
been involved in think tanks and world affairs councils and councils on foreign relations,
and they've written articles, and they've rubbed shoulders in the process of building a
tolerable consensus with regard to issues. Getting rid of the real quirks, the kooks who are
not up to serious responsibilities. One thing that happened in this current administration

Is that, following 9/11, the kooks were in charge and were able to hijack the president and
drive him into Irag. In fact, at the start of the Clinton and Bush-43 administrations, it didn't
seem really to matter whether there was a first-rate team. It looked to many people that
foreign policy didn't matter much. We'd won the Cold War, we didn't have any enemies
who could get at us in the homeland, we had the security of the two broad oceans back
again. We had all this power, and so it didn't really matter, and neither Clinton nor Bush
43 paid much attention to who they had running things. Bush made some ideological
choices for domestic political reasons and let these guys play. Then, on 9/11, they had the
levers of power. But, generally, it doesn't work that way. Generally, you're trying to build
consensus on a broad range of policies. That doesn't mean we get it right. You can get it
woefully wrong. For example, the Vietham War, on which | was on the pro-Vietnam side
longer than | wish I'd been, a lot of that happened because we'd built a consensus, here,
and in the country, too, that prosecuting the war in Vietham was the right thing to do. The
arguments and people who were against it got marginalized, drowned out.

Now, for the United States, which is a huge country and where the government does
have all this turnover, bringing in fresh blood can be a big help. Nobody can encompass
everything, and we're involved as a superpower in dealing with everything. If you get
this process right, then we are implacable. We do everything, we get it done right, and
that has been true most of the last 60, 70 years. But if you get it wrong, as one president
said, “It's a doozy,” as we got Vietham wrong, ultimately. As we got Irag wrong. As we
could get Iran wrong, if we are foolish enough to go to war. Since 9/11, there's been this
huge effort to define American foreign policy in terms of the terrorist paradigm, which is
of course ludicrous, comparing it to the Cold War, ludicrous. A lot of the same people in
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the establishment who battened on the Cold War, and | was one, have decided that this
Is a new definition on which they can batten. Just like nature abhors a vacuum, as they
say, so does the foreign policy community — and | mean that in the broadest sense of the
American approach — abhor a lack of definition, certainty, and framework. The Cold War
framework is gone, so what do you replace it with? A lot of people dove into the terrorist
paradigm, because it seems to explain things and give us a focus, which, of course, is
ludicrous. It was used as a weapon by the Bush administration to shoehorn a lot of stuff
under the terrorism label, including cutting taxes and everything else. But there were a lot
of people on the other side of the political aisle who also do it, who accept the definition
that “Here's the problem.” | made up a joke about 30 years ago, one of Hunter's Rules, to
explain this: that the person who really runs Washington is a little old man who sits in a
windowless room at the top of the Old Post Office Building, with just a single telephone.
Every once in a while, he'll pick up the phone and he'll say to the world, “The issue is” and
fills in the blank.... “abortion, school prayer, bussing, gay marriage, Iraqg, or Viet Nam,”
whatever. That's all he says. Then we all run around and focus on that issue, and people
choose up sides. But the fact that that is the topic dominates the debate here and crowds
out other things, the Gresham's Law that the single issue crowds out others. It's often not
who's for or against a particular position, but it's “What is the issue we are dealing with,
today?”

Q: And another thing, of course, is that Washington being, it's almost a self-enclosed unit
within the Beltway.

HUNTER: We are a company town. In Dearborn, they make cars. Here, we make policy,
or maybe mischief.

Q: The man who declares this an issue is only declaring this for people who work inside
the Beltway, practically. It spreads out to some extent, but basically the great American
public goes its own way.

Interview with The Honorable Robert E. Hunter , 2011 http://www.loc.gov/item/mfdipbib001708



Library of Congress

HUNTER: In foreign policy and national security, I'm a great exponent of education, world
affairs councils. Getting people involved. Keeping the establishment open, bringing in new
blood. | guess I'm really a populist. Not in the sense that the great mass should define
everything, but that you bring in smart and reasonable people and get them engaged, let
them have a shot at influencing things. The American people are pretty sensible, over
time. Sometimes it takes us a while to get there, but over time we're pretty sensible. I've
seen this happen, time after time. We're seeing it now. We're beginning to right the ship of
state after some terrible buffeting.

Q: Let me just...

HUNTER: As | say, we are beginning to right the ship of state, but after some terrible
damage has been done to ourselves over Iraq. Maybe it's been the worst strategic blunder
in our history, certainly in the last period. One of the reasons that this career carries with it
such responsibility is that, in general, the average American will cede to the commander-
in-chief, to the Washington apparatus, an awful lot of latitude for making foreign policy.
Now, it can also be unforgiving. In fact, Hunter's rule with regard to making war is that,

if you're going to be able to sustain combat, it has to be both in the nation's interest and
comport with the values of the American people. It also has to have the word “victory”
written on it, in the sense of a way to bring it to an end. Because, otherwise, at some point
the American people will turn around. This is one of the informal checks and balances. It's
one reason I'm in favor of conscription, even though | didn't serve in the military. Getting as
many people involved to see what the hell is going on. Now, as | say, if you have a World
War I, we go out and we do a lot of good things. If you get it wrong, however, then you
can really get it wrong in a big way.

So in my judgment, the application of education to people who work here, finding people
— and nurturing them — who have a genuine strategic perspective, making sure the
checks and balances work, and, in the final analysis, it is about the stewardship of the
people at the top. Incredible responsibility. Particularly after 9/11, there was this incredible
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latitude the top leaders had. The checks and balances had disappeared, and we had

the great misfortune as a society that the people who were in charge were ideologically
motivated to do certain things. Some political people saw an opportunity to use 9/11 to
push for a whole series of things. Both groups of people betrayed their trust to the United
States. One thing | argued during the John Kerry campaign for president in 2004 was that,
if he won the presidency, he should put a very good Republican in as secretary of defense
or secretary of state, the way Roosevelt had Knox and Stimson come in as Secretary of
the Navy and Secretary of War, both strong Republicans. So | would say that, not only did
these people betray the trust of the American people in terms of the issues, but they did it
as well in terms of process. It was a trammeling of the democratic process and the checks
and balances. We, the American people, during wartime invest a lot of confidence in our
commander-in-chief, which is the way it ought to be. But if the commander-in-chief is led
astray, as this one was, or if he doesn't hire sensible, intelligent people who genuinely care
for the country rather than promoting their own ideology, then we get in very, very deep
trouble.

Q: Also too a good commander in chief has got to be curious, be willing to ask questions.

HUNTER: And have a system. This is why | argue so strongly and sometimes successfully
— but sometimes it's a failure — that for presidents, after getting elected, maybe the
most important thing they do in foreign affairs is not only creating the system, the National
Security Council, which can be varied up to a point, but the choosing of his people. The
choosing of his people in foreign policy and national security will very often determine the
fate of his administration. He needs at least somebody around him whao's got a very firm
strategic sense. A sense of grand strategy, a sense of where the American nation should
go, a sense of the outside world and how it is really put together. When you get either
amateurs or people who don't have that sense, or who are ideologues, the president and
everybody else gets in trouble. That's most presidents. Most presidents get in trouble,

in part because they don't have people around them who have the qualities that are
absolutely indispensable. You see, we don't elect presidents for foreign affairs reasons.
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| don't recall a single presidential campaign where that has been true, though there was

a little bit in 2004, a little bit in 1968. As a result, the qualities we require in electing a
president do not include a significant knowledge of foreign affairs and national security.
Unlike economics and domestic issues, the candidates, in the rough and tumble of a
campaign, probably haven't been required to rub shoulders with people in foreign policy in
a way in which decisions and real things are about. They accept for high office the people
that the establishment gives them. Here's this team. They'll throw out a few ideas to get
elected, and then when they become president, they discover that's not what governing is
about. The difference is so critical between foreign policy and, say, education and health -
in the latter, politics and interest groups are important; in foreign policy, real knowledge is
most important, and the best politics is no politics.

Q: I was in Korea when Carter came in, and Carter had taken the second division out. We
were there right on the front line, and it scared the hell out of us.

HUNTER: Fortunately, he reversed himself. He learned, and he reversed himself. A lot of
presidents don't reverse themselves.

Q: What did you find yourself engaged in at CSIS?

HUNTER: I'd done a lot of writing, a lot of media. I've done thousands of radio and
television broadcasts. I'd been on every major television public policy interview program

in America. | haven't been on “Meet the Press” or “Face the Nation” for a long time, but |
have been in the past. “Nightline” and “The McNeil-Lehrer Report,” which was much better
when McNeil was there. National Public Radio. I've been doing the BBC for 45 years.
They still owe me for several hundred broadcasts! That's where | got my training. The
London School of Economics is literally across the street from Bush House, which is the
BBC World Service. | may have mentioned this, paid my way through graduate school by
broadcasting for the BBC. A couple of times, a producer friend, Daniel Snowman, invited
me to do a radio commentary in the interval in the concert hour on the Third Programme
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on Saturday. The drill was you had to take a news event, then sit there in the studio and
write up 20 minutes worth and then broadcast it live! | remember | once compared the
moon landing with a guy named Donald Crowhurst, who faked a round-the-world solo
sailing and killed himself at the end; different types of heroism.

| did a lot of other things while | was at CSIS. As time went on, there was a lot of trouble
in Lebanon. | was advisor to the Speaker of the House, Tip O'Neill, as the Congress

was trying to grapple with the problems, both before and after the bombing of the

Marine barracks. When there was all that trouble in Nicaragua, they set up a National
Bipartisan Commission on Central America under Henry Kissinger. | was one of the Lead
Consultants to that, for Bob Strauss, who was one of the commissioners, and that goes
back to my Democratic Party involvement.

| was involved in the Mondale presidential campaign from the 21st of January 1981,
actually it began before that, all the way through Election Day 1984. | was one of his key
foreign policy people. One of the three or four people on foreign policy. The lead was
David Aaron, who now works for RAND, another one was Madeleine Albright. She was
involved on the Mondale team. | traveled a lot, flew a lot with Mondale.

Q: When you started working for CSIS on the foreign affairs...

HUNTER: | helped create the Center for National Policy. | was one of a small group of
people who got together under the leadership of Ted Van Dyk, a domestic affairs person,
mostly, and with some foreign affairs experience with the European Economic Community,
and then he was head of issues for Humphrey in '68, when | wrote speeches. Ted was
head of issues for McGovern in the '72 campaign. | wrote McGovern's only foreign policy
speech - as well as about 40% of the Democratic Platform, all on the domestic side, the
“non-Vietnam,” “non-social issues” parts. So after the 1980 election, we tried to do a Paul
Butler, who as national party chairman organized the Democrats after '56, and created

a thing called the Center for Democratic Policy, with Cy Vance as chair. He changed
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the name to Center for National Policy, so it could at least look bipartisan, and | was

the foreign policy guy there for a couple of years. Then there was a man named Allen
Weinstein at CSIS, he came up with the brilliant idea of copying the German foundations in
foreign policy, promoting democracy, where every political party has a foundation financed
by the government. Allen came up with the idea that became the National Endowment

for Democracy. | was kind of his number two person on formulating the concept. He,

as much as anybody, sold President Reagan on the idea, which then led to Reagan's
famous House of Lords speech. Success has a thousand fathers, and lots of other people
have been involved with it, but Allen Weinstein is the man who, more than anyone else,
deserves the credit for launching the idea for the National Endowment for Democracy, and
he was then marginalized. Life's like that, unfortunately. Credit where credit is due, in this
case to Allen. So | was involved in that.

Q: How did you look at the Reagan administration? Let's take the first four years. What
was your impression of how it grew or dealt with foreign affairs?

HUNTER: My personal view is they started out with one of the weakest teams ever in
foreign affairs. The national security advisor was Dick Allen. Smart guy, ideological,
couldn't really run things. | guess Judge Clark was the first Secretary of State, then Al
Haig, who himself had been Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, he'd been White
House Chief of Staff under Nixon, but just didn't have it as Secretary of State. His worst
blunder, of course, was with regard to the Israeli invasion of Lebanon. | also think he
probably never recovered from his “I'm in charge here” comment after the Reagan
assassination attempt, which showed lack of understanding of the Presidential Succession
Act, that he was not in charge. He wouldn't even have been if the president, God forbid,
had died. So it was a pretty weak team.

But one thing | will say about Reagan is that, over time, even though a lot of things he did
| did not agree with, by the time he finished he had a pretty good team. He had people
like Frank Carlucci and Colin Powell. Some pretty outstanding people who were on his
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team. Because he learned of necessity. The National Security Advisor used to be a job

in the basement of the West Wing until Nixon. Nixon brought Kissinger up onto the same
floor as himself, near the Oval Office, and closed down the press office which used to

be there. | remember in the Johnson years, that area just inside the door of the West
Wing was a lot of old faded linoleum, a bunch of old broken down sofas, and these press
guys just kind of lolled around there, guys and some women. Like it was out of Damon
Runyon. Muzak on the elevator, because Johnson like Muzak. Then when Nixon came
in, he refurbished the White House and paved over the swimming pool, put the press
down there, got them a little out of the way, brought Kissinger upstairs. The first thing
Reagan does is he took the National Security Advisor and stuck him back in the basement.
| predicted that was going to last a month. It lasted about 32 days, so | was off by two
days, because Reagan quickly realized he needed his foreign policy person upstairs with
him. Later, he realized the people he had started with had failed and got rid of them. Full
marks to Reagan. | figured out Reagan pretty early-on. There is the old line that great
men and women usually have only one or two ideas in their lives. Henry Kissinger's was
the balance of power. That was his one big idea. When he applied it, he was great, when
he didn't apply it, he wasn't so great. | would probably qualify the word “great,” | should
say he basically knew what he was doing. It's like the old story of the stock broker who,
when asked for advice, would open his desk drawer and look in and then close it and
give advice, and everybody wondered what he had written in the desk drawer. He was
amazingly successful. When he died, they broke open the desk to see what he had written
there, which led him to give all this great advice and made him so fantastic. What it said
was “Buy low, sell high.” [laughter] Reagan, | discovered fairly early on, had two ideas
that got him through in foreign policy. First, always have a foreign enemy. He started with
Gaddafi, he ended with Gaddafi. He always had a foreign enemy. Second, whenever you
get in trouble, change the subject. My favorite anecdote of that, it's a tragic anecdote, but
the night the Marines died in Lebanon, Mondale called me: “What do | do?” | said: “You
express condolences and then keep your mouth shut. Anything you say other than this,
criticism, whatever it is, they'll just hammer you for it, they'll destroy you.” So he did that.
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He said, “Anything else?” | said, “Yeah, why don't you call the Speaker, Tip O'Neill, touch
base yourself?” Three days later, | was in the Speaker's office, talking about Lebanon
because | was his advisor, and we had the television set on. There was the picture of
American students arriving back from Granada and kissing the ground. O'Neill said,

“You know, the other night Fritz [Mondale] called me.” This was after that bombing. “And
he asked, Tip, what do you think Reagan's going to do now?' | said, 'Oh, | don't know,
invade Granada, something like that.” What Reagan had done is that he had changed
the subject. Castro figured it out, he tried to get his people out of there. Reagan did this
brilliantly, and it got so | could predict it when he'd get in trouble. Like when he was about
to swap a Soviet spy for my friend Nick Daniloff, of US News, who was grabbed by the
KGB in Moscow, when he was just finishing his tour there. They grabbed Nick because
we had arrested some Soviet spies in New York. That happened, it looked like, because
the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation] was trying to get its budget supported, and it
seemed like a good thing to do, and also there had been some Navy guy arrested for
spying for the Russians. The FBI thus broke the rules about who's allowed to spy and who
Isn't, so the Russians grabbed Daniloff, choosing him, | assume, because he was about
to leave Moscow, anyway. Reagan had always said he wouldn't swap in cases like this,
but it was clear he was going to have to swap. | was at CNN [Cable News Network] all
wired up, waiting for high noon for the swap to be announced, and | was going to do my
bit in hammering Reagan for going back on his word. But then the producer says: “Turn
on the TV. Reagan has just announced a summit in Reykjavik with Gorbachev.” | burst out
laughing, and | said, “My poor friend Nick Daniloff, | hope he has a book contract, already,
because now he's yesterday.” Sure enough. Reagan was brilliant at that, at changing the
subject.

Clinton followed this Reagan method in regard to Irag. Dropped a few bombs here and
there, kept them contained. Talked a lot, managed to keep his powder more-or-less

dry, so the American people weren't faced with the dilemma of having to go to war over
something that they didn't want to go to war over. The current president [George W. Bush]
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got conned, and they took the Clinton policy on Iraq and drove it over the cliff, and we
now have this disaster on our hands. Reagan was too smart for people like that. He did a
few things here and there, but not too much. A few bombs in Libya and all that. Where |
do fault Reagan is in prolonging the Cold War. | think his military buildup was excessive,
including Star Wars [Strategic Defense Initiative, SDI], which was one of those issues
which anybody with the most elementary strategic training would know was a potentially
dangerous, nonsense idea. Now, of course, that's common wisdom, but the number of
people who signed onto SDI at that time in this country was just staggering. Absolutely
ludicrous. The idea at the end that the Soviet Union collapsed because of American
military pressure | think is equally ludicrous. It collapsed from its internal weight, and the
fact that Thomas Jefferson was right. The pen is mightier than the sword. ldeas ate the
Soviet system from the inside. | always argue that, during this period, the most important
instrument was the Helsinki Final Act, which opened the place up. Gorbachev tried to
reform the system with openness, glasnost, and then with restructuring, perestroika, to
try to save communism. But the Soviet people, being able to communicate, finally, said
“I have other things to talk about, goodbye!” The computer married ideas with modern
communications and that destroyed the Soviet Union. The idea that it was somehow the
fact of American military buildup, that's just nonsense. | think, in fact, all of that actually
delayed the collapse by a few years, but, so what? it came to an end. | don't often second
guess that. | say “Look, who won the Cold War? The Right won it, the Left won it, let's
move on. Everybody can claim victory.”

One thing | know | got a chance to do a little bit of good with was after the invasion of
Poland, the crackdown in Poland over Solidarity, at the end of '81. | had this bright idea,
why don't we get every American to light a candle in the window at Christmas for the
Poles? | called up somebody at the NSC | knew, and | got pooh-poohed, so | got my
dander up. | figured, who could get this done? | called Brzezinski. He said, “It just so
happens the Polish ambassador to the US has defected, because he couldn't stand
what has happened, and I'm seeing him this afternoon, and | will give him the idea.” So
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Brzezinski gave the idea to the ambassador. Reagan had the ambassador in the next

day, and he said, “Mr. President why don't you get all the Americans to light a candle?” So
Reagan put it in his Christmas address! I've got a copy of it on the wall here. Americans

lit a candle. | admire that, you see, because it was Reagan who had a sense, the big
gesture. Right now, | think, domestically, because of Reagan and what he got going, we
face a potential disaster in terms of destruction of the middle class, the concentration of
wealth in the hands of a smaller group of people, here, which | think can be devastating for
our country. It gets worse and worse under the current team. But compared to the current
president, Reagan doesn't look so bad in foreign policy.

Q: How would you describe your impression of the political apparatus? I'm thinking of
Congress during this time when you were with CSIS.

HUNTER: You'll have to say a bit more about what you mean.

Q: I'm just wondering, you were working with the Speaker, and was there a difference in
how the Congress dealt with foreign affairs then than now?

HUNTER: We were still in the Cold War. Fortunately, there was a broad consensus in this
country about most foreign policy. When | was NATO ambassador, one of the great things
about that job is that there were no interparty fault lines. There is a broad consensus in
both parties on NATO, as a Cold War instrument and then as a post-Cold War instrument.
Of course, in the Cold War, there were still some partisan disagreements on foreign policy.
At the same time, we didn't have the kind of thing we had after 9/11, with the exploitation
of that tragedy for the greater concentration of political power in the hands of the president.
| guess I'll have to say another thing about Reagan is that, whether he tried or not, he
certainly did not concentrate an undue amount of power in the executive. Congress
continued to have a serious role. When you had the barracks bombing in Lebanon or when
you had other crises, there was a belief that it was important to bring Congress along
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with you, not leave them on the outside. Democrats controlled the Congress, too, so the
president had to respond to it.

Q: How did you deal with the situation in Central America? All of a sudden our eyes were
concentrated on El Salvador and Nicaragua.

HUNTER: | think Reagan exaggerated. The idea that it was only a few days' march for
the Sandinistas to Harlingen, Texas, you know that famous speech. | didn't like the idea
of the Contras. | didn't like our being engaged in the kind of things we were involved in.

| always thought it was exaggerated. One of the striking things, when | worked on the
commission in '83, '84, the bipartisan Kissinger Commission on Central America, was

that there was almost nobody in the country who had thought about Central America

in strategic terms. We had human rights experts, we had individual-nation specialists,

but people who actually looked at it in terms of what does this mean to us strategically,
and how you might position oneself, and what you might do? We had almost nobody.
Scotty Reston of the New York Times used to say that “people in America will do anything
for Latin America, except read about it.” | had to try to put some witnesses together for
the Commission. It was extremely difficult to do that, to get the strategic perspective. Of
course, the debate was heavily ideological within the United States. You had people like
Jeanne Kirkpatrick, who were on the warpath. Incidentally, there was an appropriation at
one point for a congressional bipartisan study of this issue, and | was to be appointed by
Tip O'Neill, and there were a couple of others. Kirkpatrick couldn't handle that. She tried to
veto me, but the whole thing got killed, because of the intensity of the ideological passions
on the part of some of the administration people. They'd rather kill the congressional study
than have me or three or four others. Even though I'm not a “lefty.” I've made my life trying
to do the best for the country in security terms, whether it was Right or Left. I've been
supportive of Republicans and supportive of Democrats. Essentially, I'm a Democrat for
domestic reasons. | never went the way of the neocons, who | thought went off the deep
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end. A lot of otherwise good Democrats, who leaned way to the Right on security issues, |
think went off the deep end, like Kirkpatrick.

So, the Congress had a much more active role back in Reagan's time, and | think the
president was, even though he wanted to win, he was more respectful of that. There's no
respect right now. You've got Republicans in Congress, particularly in the House, who are
playing “take no prisoners” more than I've ever seen in my lifetime by either party. The
Democrats play some hardball, too. I've seen hardball played, but nothing like this. | feel
bad for either party, and certainly for the country, when it gets like this.

Q: On foreign affairs, where does Tip O'Neill fit? One thinks of him as being very much a
domestic-oriented person.

HUNTER: Yeah, but he was Speaker of the House, and when you had serious issues,

he had — and also Jim Wright, at the time, who was Majority Leader — he had to get
involved, because he had a lot of people who deeply cared about these things. He might
defer to some other Members, like Dante Fascell, who was an outstanding Chairman

of the House International Relations Committee — they keep changing its name —

for example. I'm trying to remember who succeeded Fulbright on the other side, oh,
Sparkman, | think it was. O'Neill had to take foreign policy seriously. That's why | think he
had me as an advisor, directly to him. Later on, jumping ahead to 1990, | went out to the
Persian Gulf in September of 1990, on the first congressional visit after the invasion of
Kuwait, | went out as the Majority Leader's representative. That was Dick Gephardt. | was
Dick Gephardt's foreign policy advisor in the 1988 campaign. I'd been doing it informally,
and then he asked me on a Friday to do it formally, and then the next Tuesday was Super
Tuesday, and that was the end of his candidacy! So | didn't last very long, formally, but
then | advised him afterwards for a long time. Another one of those people where the
country would have been better off if he'd gone farther than he did.
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Q: You were there with the invasion of Kuwait, you were still with CSIS, and in an advisory
role to Gephardt. How did you feel about our response to that?

HUNTER: | guess more positive about it in retrospect than | did then. My worry was that
we were going to get ourselves into something that we couldn't extricate ourselves from.
One of the images that | used was about the dog that chases a car, and some time it
may catch it, and then what's it going to do with it? | was worried about the aftereffects,
not just of getting the guy, Saddam Hussein, out but of taking on Iraq altogether and
having to run it. | have to say that Bush's stopping when he did was just right. | didn't like
the license given to Saddam Hussein afterwards to slaughter a bunch of Marsh Arabs,
because the Administration thought they were going to be agents of Iran. One of the more
shameful acts of American history. Three in my lifetime. The failure to protect the people
in Vietnam, this was more Congress than the administration, to provide Vietnam with a
chance to defend itself after '73, when Congress halted the aid. The first being the turning
over a lot of Soviet prisoners of war to Stalin in 1945-46, most of whom he then killed,
and the third was allowing Saddam Hussein to use his military equipment to kill all these
people. Very shameful episodes in history. Another one that was just stupid was restoring
French control of Indochina. Do you know that, in 1945, when the French got us to do
that, we permitted the use of demobilized Japanese troops to go in and fight against the
nationalists? It's an amazing story. But for a country our size with our history, we haven't
had a lot of shameful episodes, and we've created a lot of good in other places.

Q: We move up to the election of Clinton. | assume you got involved in that.

HUNTER: It's moving through the whole decade. | did an awful lot of writing. | wrote op-
eds, articles, other things. On average, | had a publication once every 10 calendar days for
12 years. A couple hundred op-eds for the LA Times; a weekly article for Defense News
and Army/Navy/Air Force Times for two years. During the Persian Gulf War, four of us
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from different countries were each asked to write a single sentence every day for the front
page of the International Herald Tribune. 28 days of the war.

Q: Do you ever go through and look and see where you stood and where you should have
stood in retrospect? How do you feel about it?

HUNTER: | made at least two big mistakes. One was being for Vietnam too long, and
second not being for the invasion of Iraq in 1990-91. For what seemed to me to be the
right reasons, but it proved to be the wrong judgment. Frankly, | think Bush-the-father
did it right. You can't talk about what you did right unless you learn from what you did
wrong. To be self-exculpatory on Vietnam, | was in the White House when it started, as
you know, the Johnson part of it. It's one of the reasons you shouldn't have people too
young or inexperienced making decisions — not that | did on Vietnam, of course. The
tug of loyalties was greater than the rational analysis. I'd have to go back to the details,
but | think an awful lot of centrist Democratic Party foreign policy themes | invented
during that period of the 1980s. A whole series of things, all different parts of the world. A
piece | wrote for Foreign Policy magazine in 1992, which | think got it more-or-less right,
they didn't publish, right before going to press, because they objected to the fact that I'd
published similar ideas elsewhere.

Q: As you were an observer of the American scene, did you see a cloud forming on the
right, from the neocons?

HUNTER: Not that early, no. This was just the end of the Cold War, and | give George
H. W. Bush extremely high marks for the way in which he wrapped up the Cold War. The
relationship with Russia and the unification of Germany, in particular.

Q: That was really a high point of American diplomacy.

HUNTER: Some very critical decisions were made then. A couple things were done
wrong in terms of the future of Yugoslavia and the [Secretary of State James] Baker thing
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about Ukraine staying with Russia, but given the fast pace of events, these were small
potatoes compared to getting the broad outlines very very right. This was Bush personally
to a great extent. Incidentally, he was one of the, | hate to say this as a Democrat!,

but one of the two best-trained presidents when they came into office we've had since
Eisenhower. They were Nixon and Bush, because they'd both been vice presidents, and
they figured out what they were doing. The rest of them have essentially been ing#nues
when they've come in. None more so than the current guy [George W. Bush]. This didn't
matter under Clinton so much, because there wasn't that much to be done, and he is one
of the smartest people you'll ever meet. Extremely smart, in a political way, as well as an
intellectual way. Jimmy Carter was an extremely smart guy, but less in the political sense,
and he had a lot of bad luck, too. Sometimes you get defined by the luck that you have.
What was your question again?

Q: | was asking whether you were seeing a cloud...

HUNTER: Oh, a cloud on the horizon. No, not at that time. You see, we were still operating
collectively in the afterglow of the Cold War. The lessons that had grown up in the Cold
War. Let's consider a very simple one, which is the value of alliances, which carried us
through into new territory. It helped with NATO, for example, and | was fortunate to play

a lead role in that. But we operated on the idea that this was a good thing, to have an
alliance like that, and let's find new work for it to do, good work for it to do, etc. Some
people sometimes accused us of trying to find work for an old thing. Well, fine, it worked.

It worked again in the last few years, led by some people who fought their own [Bush]
administration to get it done. Including Nick Burns, who was one of my successors in
NATO, and who did a lot of good work while the lightning was forking.

So the idea of having strong alliances and working with others was a bipartisan view,
still. There were differences, but the commitment carried over. The problems only began
with the neocons at the end of the last decade, 